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TUESDAY, MARCH 1, 2011.

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WITNESSES

HON. THOMAS VILSACK, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

KATHLEEN MERRIGAN, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

JOSEPH GLAUBER, CHIEF ECONOMIST, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

MICHAEL YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. KINGSTON. The subcommittee will come to order. Today we
have as our first witness of the year the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Honorable Tom Vilsack; Deputy Secretary Kathleen Merrigan;
USDA’s chief economist, Dr. Joe Glauber; and Mike Young, the
USDA'’s budget director. We welcome all of you.

There are a lot of appropriation hearings taking place today, and
for a while it looked like we may have to go ahead and do this one
without any members, but Mr. Farr and I are here, so that is a
quorum.

Mr. Secretary, we are always glad to have you on the Hill. We
certainly enjoy working with you. And as a former state represent-
ative, I have a common background—at least, I served in the state
legislature eight years. And both Mr. Farr and I and other mem-
bers appreciate on the ground approach to governing, knowing that
you know how so many of the programs work up close.

We are interested in your testimony today and want to work
with you. We note that you have $1.3 billion less in discretionary
spending less in fiscal year 2011, but there are some new invest-
ments which we may have to discuss, some research and export
promotion, renewable energy, conservation, and rural infrastruc-
ture.

As you know, the interest on the national debt is set to climb
from about $200 billion a year to $685 billion in the next seven
years, basically a tripling. And I was quick to point out, both in
Washington and back in my little briar patch in Georgia, that if
you are looking for blame, all parties have fingerprints on them,
Republicans, Democrats, and Independents. We have all run up the
clock.

o))
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Most of the money is in the health and retirement programs. We
know that. And yet both parties have been historically reluctant to
touch those political sacred cows. I think that that time is coming
near when we are going to have to do that. But in the meantime,
discretionary money is going to continue to be squeezed. And so we
have to look at all these programs together. And I am looking for-
ward to working with you, as we have in the past several years al-
ready.

And with that, I would like to yield to Mr. Farr, the ranking
member.

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Congratulations
on your first hearing of the new committee. And I am excited that
we also have the chair and ranking Appropriations member, Mr.
Dicks and Mr. Bishop, here as well.

I don’t have an opening statement. I just wanted to comment on
one thing that I am very interested in hearing, about your leader-
ship in trying to bring this, for lack of a better word, rural strategy
to America to re-look at rural communities in total about all of the
effects of all the agencies on them, to try to do really effective re-
covery.

I know you have been working on more of a vision for rural
America, and I want to see if we can use our appropriating process
to make sure that we are hitting all the right buttons to make it
work rather than just kind of a traditional let it rain. And maybe
the tide will rise high enough to do something good for a lot. I
think you have got a much more holistic approach to it, and I
would appreciate hearing that.

But I have no other opening comment.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Farr.

Mr. Dicks.

Mr. Dicks. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, we are glad to see you
here today with your group. And the one thing I hope you can
touch upon as we go through this budget is we were on the floor
with H.R. 1 here a week ago and made some significant cuts in
food safety inspection. I hope you can, during your statement or in
the questions, address that issue and what the impact would be on
the Agriculture Department.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Dicks. And I want to welcome the
former chair, Ms. DeLauro, here. I am now on your right and you
are now on my left, as we have kind of always been anyhow.
[Laughter.]

Ms. DELAURO. No, you really wanted to be on the left. What a
difference a day makes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Would you like to say anything or just——

Ms. DELAURO. Oh, no, no, no.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I want to thank you

Ms. DELAURO. I am just happy to be on the committee. I love
this committee.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I want to thank you for your service as
chair. You did a great job. We enjoyed working with you and your
staff, and we hope to continue in that relationship.

My Georgia colleague, Mr. Bishop, we haven’t recognized you.
But if you want to say anything?
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Mr. BisHOP. Let me just congratulate you on the chairmanship,
and I look forward to working with you and the subcommittee as
we have to make sure that America continues to produce the high-
est quality, the safest, the most economical food and fiber any-
where in the industrialized world. And of course, what we do here
will determine whether that happens in that.

So I am very, very anxious to get to work and to hear from the
Secretary and for our committee to move forward.

Mr. Dicks. Mr. Bishop, would you yield to me just for a second?

Mr. BisHOP. I would be delighted to yield.

Mr. Dicks. I too want to congratulate Congressman Kingston on
becoming chairman. He and I have worked together on defense
over the years, and I know he will take a hard and thoughtful ap-
proach to this committee’s important work.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I thank both of you.

And with that, I want to yield the floor to the Secretary. But one
last statement, one thing I want to say. You have been joined by
your hometown or home state colleague, Mr. Latham. I knew he
wasn’t going to stand you up.

We are going to stick with the five-minute rule, as we have in
the past. And we will go back and forth from majority to minority,
so I will abide by that, and Mr. Farr will, and Mr. Dicks, and ev-
eryone else.

So with that, I would also like to ask anybody who has a Black-
Berry or cell phone to please turn it off.

And Mr. Secretary, the floor is yours.

OPENING STATEMENT

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I
certainly appreciate the opportunity to be with the committee this
morning.

Obviously, I would like to have the written testimony that we
prepared submitted for the record. And rather than reading a
statement, which is the tradition, I would just simply like to make
one observation and then go to the questions that you all have.

Mr. KINGSTON. Without objection.

Secretary VILSACK. Yesterday I had the privilege of sitting in on
the meeting that the President of the United States had with the
nation’s governors. It was an opportunity for the President to have
interchange with the nation’s governors.

And during the course of his remarks to the nation’s governors,
he said something which I think basically summarizes our chal-
lenge. And I say “our challenge” because I think we have a shared
responsibility, a mutual responsibility, to craft a budget that re-
flects the values and the priorities of the American people, and par-
ticularly those who live, work, and raise their families in rural
communities.

What the President suggested was that any budget decision,
whether it is in the 2011 debate or the 2012 debate, really has to
be a reflection of shared sacrifice and shared opportunity. And I
th(ilnk that that is an appropriate way to frame our conversation
today.

There is no question that the budget that we submitted, the
budget that you all are considering, reflects a good deal of sacrifice
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that will be asked of Americans, of those who live in rural commu-
nities. But there is also an opportunity for us to continue the
growth and the expansion of the economy that we have recently
seen in rural America as a result of a very strong agricultural econ-
omy and a reduction of the unemployment rate at a rate faster
than the rest of the country.

So I look forward to working with the committee. Our team is
assembled here and prepared to respond to the questions you have
today. And if we can’t get a full answer today, we will certainly be
glad to supplement our conversation in writing.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this Subcommittee, | appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you as Secretary of Agriculture to discuss the
Administration’s priorities for the Department of Agriculture (USDA) and provide you an
overview of the President’s 2012 budget. | am joined today by Deputy Secretary
Kathleen Merrigan, Joseph Glauber, USDA’s Chief Economist, and Michael Young,

USDA's Budget Officer.

In his State of the Union speech, the President laid out some of the challenges
America faces moving forward as we compete with nations across the globe to win the
future. We need to be a Nation that makes, creates and innovates so that we can
expand the middle class and ensure that we pass along to our children the types of
freedoms, opportunities and experiences that we have enjoyed. We also need to take
some serious steps to reduce the deficit and reform government so that it's leaner and

smarter for the 21st century.

The fiscal year (FY) 2012 budget we are proposing reflects the difficult choices

we need to make to reduce the deficit while supporting targeted investments that are
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critical to long-term economic growth and job creation. To afford the strategic
investments we need to grow the economy in the long term while also tackling the
deficit, this budget makes difficult cuts to programs the President and | care about. 1t
also reflects savings from a number of efficiency improvements and other actions to
streamline and reduce our administrative costs. It looks to properly manage deficit

reduction while preserving the values that matter to Americans.

In total, the budget we are proposing before this subcommittee is $130 billion, a
reduction of $3 billion below the FY 2011 annualized continuing resolution. For
discretionary programs, our budget proposes $18.8 billion, a reduction of $1.3 billion
below the 2011 level. These decreases are achieved through reductions and
terminations in a wide range of programs as well as proposals to achieve savings
through streamlining our operations. These actions will allow us to focus limited

resources on programs where we can achieve the greatest impact.

Further, we are proposing legislative changes to target reductions in farm
program payments, which would save $2.5 billion over 10 years, while only affecting 2
percent of participants. The savings would come in addition to savings we have
achieved through administrative improvements that reduced the error rate in farm
program payments from 2 percent to under 0.1 percent as well as a partnership with the
IRS to eliminate improper payments to wealthy individuals who exceed income eligibility

criteria. In addition, legislation will be proposed to reduce premiums for the catastrophic
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coverage option under the crop insurance program providing a savings to taxpayers of

$1.8 billion over 10 years.

These and other reductions must be made if we are serious about deficit
reduction and being able to support the critical investments we need to make to secure

our future,

At USDA, we haven't waited to begin reducing our expenditures. Last year we
saved $6 billion through the negotiation of a new agreement for crop insurance,
$4 billion of which will go to pay down the Federal deficit. And agencies across the
Department have looked for ways to reform the way they do business — from reducing
the number of visits a farmer has to make to our offices to get conservation services, to
saving taxpayer dollars by operating our nutrition assistance programs with historic

levels of accuracy.

1 would now like to focus on some specific highlights in each of our major goals.

Assisting Rural Communities to Create Prosperity

Agriculture has generally fared well during the recent economic downturn, with
farm income expected to be at almost record levels this year largely due to the
productivity and hard work of American farmers and ranchers and growers. Further,

agriculture continues to be one of the major sectors of the American economy that has



8

a trade surplus. Our budget preserves a strong farm safety net, including a $4.7 billion
farm credit program, about $150 million above the 2011 level. As | mentioned earlier,
we are also proposing to better target farm payments by reducing the cap on direct
payments and reducing over a three year period the Adjusted Gross Income eligibility

limits. These actions would save $2.5 billion over 10 years.

Rural America offers many opportunities, but it also faces a number of
challenges that have been experienced for decades. Rural Americans earn less than
their urban counterparts, and are more likely to live in poverty. More rural Americans
are over the age of 65, they have completed fewer years of school, and more than half
of America's rural counties are losing population. In addition, improvements in health
status also have not kept pace, and access to doctors and health services has béen a

key challenge in rural areas.

Within the context of a reduced total funding level, our budget proposes to focus
resources on the most effective means to address the long term challenges facing rural
communities and the Nation. A critical element is engaging with public and private
partners to revitalize rural communities by expanding economic opportunities and

creating jobs for rural residents.

For rural development programs, our budget proposes a total program level of
roughly $36 billion supported by $2.4 biliion in budget authority, a reduction of about

$1.6 billion in program level and $535 million in budget authority. It also reflects the
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Administration’s efforts to utilize funding in the most cost-effective manner to achieve

our goals.

A number of difficult decisions were made, including a reduction of $390 million
in budget authority from the 2011 level in housing programs. The budget eliminates
funding for a number of loan and grant programs, including self-help housing grants and
low income housing repair loans. We are also reducing funding for direct single family
housing loans and focusing on maintaining support for single-family housing loan
guarantees at a program level of $24 billion. This level of assistance can be provided
with no budget authority by continuing a fee structure that fully supports the subsidy
cost of the program. We are also reducing the water and waste loan and grant program
by $62 million in budget authority. Associated with these program reductions, we are
reducing administrative funding and staffing levels. These and other actions allow us fo

focus limited resources on meeting priority investment needs in rural America.

Regional Innovation initiative:

One of these priority investments is in a new approach we have developed to
ensure USDA supports rural communities who choose to engage in regional economic
strategies. This approach recognizes that attempting to address the challenges faced
by rural communities through a generic approach will not be sufficient. Instead, USDA

needs to respond to grassroots local priorities and recognize that each rural region
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needs a distinctive strategy that reflects its unique strengths, its particular mix of

industry clusters, and which integrates its regional economic assets.

in 2010, to support rural communities’ efforts to collaborate regionally, USDA
used the Rural Business Opportunity Grant program to provide funding to seven
identified regions to support plans focused on supporting job creation, local or regional
food systems, renewable energy, capitalizing on new broadband deployment, and the
utilization of natural resources to promote economic development through regional
planning among Federal, State, local and private entities. Funding has been provided
to multi-jurisdictional regions in California, lowa, North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina,
Vermont, and Washington to develop regional plans to enhance economic
opportunities. USDA is working department-wide to determine how it can support the
priorities of the people in the region. USDA is also working with other federal partners
to ensure that these rural regions have access to other federal programs that support
their regional strategies. By creating a regional focus and increasing collaboration with
other Federal agencies, resources can be leveraged to create greater wealth, improve

quality of life, and sustain and grow the regional economy.

For 2012, USDA proposes a Regional Innovation Initiative that works through
existing programs to fund regional pilot projects, strategic planning activities, and other
investments to improve rural economies on a regional basis. USDA would target up to
5 percent of the funding within 10 existing programs, approximately $171 million in

loans and grants, and allocate these funds competitively among regional pilot projects
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tailored to local needs and opportunities. The approach will support projects that are
more viable over a broader region than scattered projects that serve only a limited
area. It will also help build the identity of regions, which could make the region more
attractive for new business development, and provide greater incentives for residents to

remain within their home area.

The 2012 budget specifically provides an increase of $5 million for the Rural
Business Opportunity Grant program to foster regional coliaboration that encourages
regions to engage in strategic regional economic planning that identifies the needs of a
defined rural region. In addition, an increase of $2.1 million is included for the Rural
Community Development Initiative to provide technical assistance to communities to

develop housing or community facilities projects.

Facilitating the Development of Renewable Energy:

A major Administration priority is continuing to make investments in building a
green energy economy. Last year, the President laid out his strategy to advance the
development and commercialization of a biofuels industry. At the center of this vision is
an effort to increase domestic production and use of renewable energy. Advancing
biomass and biofuel production that holds the potential to create green jobs is one of
the many ways the Obama Administration is working to rebuild and revitalize rural
America. By producing renewable energy — especially biofuels — America’s farmers,

ranchers and rural communities have incredible potential to help ensure our Nation’s
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energy security, environmental security, and economic security. Through investments
in energy efficiency and renewable energy sources, farms and rural small businesses
across the country can reduce their energy consumption and energy expenses. in 2009
and 2010, USDA has helped nearly 4,000 rural small businesses, farmers and ranchers
save energy and improve their bottom line by installing renewable energy systems and
energy efficiency solutions that have produced or saved a projected 4.3 bilflion in kWh-—

enough energy to power 390,000 American homes for a year.

In 2012, USDA plans to invest over $900 million in discretionary and mandatory
funding to improve the entire supply chain of biofuels and bioenergy, from research and
development, to production and commercialization. In addition, the budget includes
$6.1 billion for electric loans, which will be used to support renewable energy and the
development of clean burning low emission fossil fuel facilities to support renewable

energy deployment and clean energy technology.

Promising Market Opportunities:

Developing and supporting market opportunities and outlets for agricultural
producers helps to promote jobs and prosperity in rural America. Over the past year,
we have supported efforts to build and strengthen regional and local food systems
through the "Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food" efforts. Our goal is to build a link
between local production and local consumption, which is particularly beneficial to small

and mid-sized farmers.
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In FY 2012, USDA will continue to support efforts to expand promising market
opportunities with $9.9 million in funding for the National Organic Program, which will be
used to strengthen oversight and enforcement and $7.7 million for Transportation and
Market Development activities that will stimulate development of regional food hubs and

marketing outlets for locaily and regionally grown food .

Furthermore, USDA, working together with the Departments of Health and
Human Services and Treasury will implement the Healthy Food Financing Initiative
(HFF1) to provide incentives for food entrepreneurs to expand the availability of healthy
foods by bringing grocery stores, small retailers, and farmers markets selling heaithy
foods to underserved communities. HFFI will make available over $400 million in
financial and technical assistance to community development financial institutions, other
nonprofits, public agencies, and businesses with sound strategies for addressing the
healthy food needs of communities. For USDA, the budget requests $35 million to
support local and regional efforts to increase access to healthy food, particularly for the
development of grocery stores and other healthy food retailers in urban and rural food
deserts and other underserved areas. In addition, USDA will make other funds
available by encouraging and rewarding relevant grant and loan applications through

existing Rural Development and Agricultural Marketing Service programs.
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Broadband:

In his State of the Union address, President Obama established a goal to deploy the
next generation of high-speed wireless coverage to 98 percent of all Americans. In the
last year and a half, with funding from the Recovery Act we have done more to bridge
the digital divide for rural Americans than many ever thought possible. The Recovery
Act is funding will enable around 7 million rural Americans to connect to one of 285 last-
mile, 12 middle-mile, or four satellite projects funded by USDA. On top of that, over
360,000 businesses and 30,000 community service organizations such as hospitals,
schools and public safety agencies will be connected to a high-speed digital future.
USDA will continue to build on the success of funding provided through the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act) by making loans and grants under the
authorities provided by the Farm Bill. Our budget continues to provide support for these
important efforts with $17.9 million for grants to support local broadband access in rural
communities and funding for loans with balances available from prior year

appropriations.

Trade Expansion:

Expanding access to global markets makes a critical contribution to our efforts to
enhance rural prosperity by providing opportunities for increased sales and higher
incomes. During the past year, we have worked diligently to remove trade barriers and

open new markets. Through our efforts, we were able to regain access for our poultry
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exports to Russia, after Russia introduced a ban on the use of chiorine washes in the
processing of poultry. Similarly, we worked to expand market access for pork in Russia
and China by addressing residue and disease issues, and we continue to engage China
on reopening that market for our beef exports. Also noteworthy, we entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding with China that addresses quality and sanitary and
phytosanitary policy issues that will help to facilitate our soybean exports. This is a very
significant step as China is now our largest overseas market for soybeans, and the
significant growth we have experienced in that market -- in soybeans and many other

products -- has helped China to emerge as our largest agricultural export market.

Our trade promotion activities support the National Export Initiative (NEI), a
government-wide effort to double U.S. exports over the next five years in order to spur
economic growth and employment opportunities. Every $1 billion worth of agricuitural
exports supports an estimated 8,000 jobs, so we know that when we succeed in
expanding markets we are creating real benefits for our workforce. To bolster these
efforts, the budget proposes an increase of $20 million for the Foreign Agricultural
Service to support an expansion in trade monitoring and enforcement activities, exporter
assistance and education efforts, support for state organized trade missions, and in-

country market access and promotion activities.
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Ensuring private working lands are conserved, restored, and made more

resilient to climate change while enhancing our water resources

USDA continues to be a major partner in advancing the Administration’s
conservation and environmental agenda through support of the conservation
partnership and the strategic targeting of funding to high-priority regional ecosystems.
The budget request will ensure that the conservation partnership remains strong among
Federal agencies, State and local governments, Tribes, industry and farmers. This
broad partnership has proven to be a resilient and effective mechanism for meeting the
Administration’s water policy goals and helping protect the Nation’s 1.3 billion acres of

farm, ranch and private forestiands.

The budget requests nearly $900 million in discretionary funding for conservation
activities, primarily technical assistance that provides comprehensive conservation
planning for the Nation’s farmers, ranchers and private forest landowners. This reflects
a reduction of $168 million and related staff-years for the elimination of the watershed
operations and rehabilitation programs, conservation operations earmarks, and the

Resource Conservation and Development program.

The 2012 budget advances resource protection by strategically targeting funding
to high-priority regional ecosystems and initiatives. This includes $15 million to
implement the Strategic Watershed Action Teams initiative, which will enhance targeted

technical assistance in priority watersheds for a period of 3 to 5 years with the goal of
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reaching 100 percent of the landowner base in each watershed eligible for Farm Bill
conservation program assistance. The goal of this initiative is to hasten environmental

improvement while keeping production agriculture competitive and profitable.

To improve the delivery of conservation technical assistance, which is a field
staff-based activity, the budget includes $11.3 million to fund the Conservation Delivery
Streamlining Initiative. This initiative will develop new business processes designed to
simplify the planning process and maximize the amount of time USDA technicians
spend in the field helping farmers. These funds will improve how we deliver
conservation planning and financial assistance and help farmers with practice

installation.

Finally, the budget includes an increase of $7 million for the Conservation Effects
Assessment Project, to enhance the scientific understanding of the environmental
effects of conservation practices on agricultural landscapes. This knowledge will help

us improve the design and implementation of conservation programs.

The 2012 budget also includes $5.8 billion in mandatory funding to support
cumulative enroliment of more than 302 million acres in Farm Bill conservation
programs, an increase of nearly 8 percent over 2011, for conservation programs
authorized in the 2008 Farm Bill, such as WRP, Environmental Quality Incentives

Program, and the Conservation Reserve Program.
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Promote Agricultural Production and Biotechnology Exports as

America Works 1o Increase Food Security

USDA works to improve global food security through a wide variety of activities,
such as providing food and technical assistance that supports the development of
sustainable agricultural systems in developing countries, by facilitating the adoption of
biotechnology and other emergent technologies that increase agricultural production
and food availability, and by working to advance internationally accepted, science-
based regulations that facilitate trade. These efforts are important because over one
billion people worldwide face hunger and malnutrition every day, and we know that
failing agricultural systems and food shortages fuel political instability and undermine

our national security interests.

USDA is an active partner in the Administration’s global food security initiative —
Feed the Future — and we have been working closely with the State Department, U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID), and others to further its objectives. As
an implementing partner, USDA can offer expertise in basic and applied research that
benefits both the United States and developing countries; in-country capacity building
and technical assistance; and market information and economic analysis. For example,
during the past year, USDA has worked with USAID to develop the Norman Borlaug
Commemorative Research Initiative, a mechanism designed to increase cooperation
and collaboration between our two agencies in managing research strategies and their

implementation. Through this mechanism, we will collaborate on targeted, high impact
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research priorities, such as wheat rust, legume productivity, livestock diseases,
mycotoxins, and human nutrition, which can have far-reaching benefits to farmers

worldwide.

An important means to assist developing countries {o enhance their agricultural
capacity is by providing training and collaborative research opportunities in the United
States, where participants can improve their knowledge and skills. The budget provides
increased funding for the Cochran and Borlaug Fellowship programs, which bring
foreign agricultural researchers, policy officials, and other specialists to the United
States for training in a wide variety of fields. Under our proposal, as many as 600
individuals will be able to participate in these programs and bring this knowledge home

to benefit their respective countries.

Foreign food assistance programs remain a core component of our efforts to
enhance global food security. The 2012 budget includes over $2 billion of funding for
both emergency and non-emergency international food assistance programs carried out
by USDA and USAID. Although funding for the McGovern-Dole International Food for
Education and Child Nutrition Program is reduced by $9 million, the program will assist

as many as five million women and children during 2012.

As the world population grows and the demand for food with it, we must look to
new technologies for increasing production, including biotechnology. Biotechnology can

expand the options available to agricultural producers seeking solutions to a variety of
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challenges, including climate change. However, prudent steps must be taken to ensure
that biotech products are safely introduced and controlled in commerce. For 2012, the
budget includes increased funding to strengthen USDA’s science-based regulatory
system and ensure that we can provide timely, sufficient review of the expanding
volume and complexity of biotechnology applications. During the past fiscal year,
USDA continued to see an increase in workload due to this expanding industry.
Notably, USDA received 44 percent more requests for field testing of genetically

engineered plants than were received in FY 2009

Ensuring that All of America's Children Have Access to Safe,

Nutritious, and Balanced Meais

Nutrition Assistance:

The budget fully funds the expected requirements for the Department's three
major nutrition assistance programs — WIC, the National School Lunch Program, and

SNAP.

National School Lunch Program participation is estimated to reach a record-level
again in 2012, 32.5 million children each school day, up from about 31.6 million a day in
2010. The budget proposes an increase of $9 million to ensure USDA makes progress
to decrease the prevalence of obesity among children and adolescents, and to improve

the quality of diets. The increase will allow USDA to continue implementing the
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scientific, evidence-based nutrition guidance and promotion of the 2010 update of the

Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

The budget includes $7.4 billion for WIC, which will support the estimated
average monthly participation of 8.6 million in 2012, an increase from an estimated
9.3 million participants in 2011. The request is $138 million above the 2011 annualized
continuing resolution. This includes an increase for the breastfeeding peer counseling
program and a doubling of the breastfeeding program performance bonus funding. WIC
State nutrition services and administrative activities are funded at a level sufficient to

ensure effective program operations along with increased emphasis on IT and EBT,

Participation in SNAP is estimated to average about 45 million participants per
month in 2011, and is projected to fall slightly in 2012. The budget includes over
$85 billion, including Recovery Act funding, to fund all expected costs. Legislation will
be proposed to extend the Recovery Act provision that waives time limits for Able-
Bodied Adults Without Dependents (ABAWDs) for an additional fiscal year. In total,
this change would add about $92 million to recipient benefits and SNAP program costs
in 2012. In addition, the 2012 budget proposes to maintain the increase for SNAP
benefits authorized by the Recovery Act for five months, increasing outlays in 2014 by

$3.3 billion.
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Food Safety:

The budget includes $1 billion for the Food Safety and Inspection Service, a
reduction of about $7 million below 2011. The requested level is adequate to fully fund
inspection activities and including an increase of $27 million to improve our capability of
identifying and addressing food safety hazards and preventing foodborne iliness.
These increases are more than offset by reductions due to streamlining agency
operations, reducing lab expenses, and recognizing that implementation of a catfish

inspection program will not occur in 2012.

Minimizing the Impact of Major Animal and Plant Diseases and Pests:

To protect agricultural health by minimizing major diseases and pests of food
crops and livestock, the budget includes $837 million, a reduction of $76 million, in
appropriated funds for the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). We
have taken a close look at the APHIS budget and have proposed a number of program
reductions and redirections to ensure that scarce resources are being used prudently.
The budget achieves savings through a variety of means. It includes decreases for
activities where eradication campaigns have been successful, such as cotton pests,
pseudorabies, and screwworm, and for pests and diseases where eradication is not
likely, such as tropical bont tick. Savings are also possible in the avian health program
without affecting overall performance. Further, the budget achieves other savings by

acknowledging the role of the producer to engage in best management practices to
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reduce certain diseases, such as Johne's Disease. These savings allow us o propose
increases for selected pests, including the light brown apple moth and the European

grapevine moth.

Research

Scientific research is essential for our prosperity, health, environment and our
quality of life. By investing in the building blocks of American innovation, we will help
ensure that our economy is given all the necessary tools for new breakthroughs, new
discoveries and the development of new industries. While progress will not come
immediately, our investments today will be a catalyst which leads to answers to
problems of national importance, including developing alternative energy sources,
improving the nutrition and health of America’s children, and developing solutions to the

most urgent environmental problems.

The 2012 budget requests approximately $1.2 billion in discretionary funding for
the National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA), a decrease of $141 million from
2011. The budget eliminates $141 million in Congressional earmarks as well as makes
selective reductions in ongoing programs, including a reduction of five percent in
formula funding for 1862 Land Grant Institutions and the elimination of the animal health
and disease formula program. The budget continues to move toward the use of
competitive grants to generate the solutions to the Nation’s most critical problems. A

major element in NIFA’s research budget is an increase of $62 million for the Agriculture
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and Food Research Initiative (AFRI) -- the premier competitive, peer-reviewed research
program for fundamental and applied sciences in agriculture. This increase, which
brings the total AFRI funding to $325 million, will focus on sustainable bioenergy, giobal
food security, food safety, human nutrition and obesity prevention, and giobal climate

change, while stiil supporting foundational research.

The 2012 budget for the Agricultural Research Service is approximately
$1.14 billion, a net decrease of $42 million. This reduction is achieved through the
elimination of Congressional earmarks and other lower priority projects that total about
$101 million. These reductions help fund program increases totaling approximately
$59 million for high-priority research. Major initiatives include improved genetic
resources and cultivars leading to better germplasm and varieties with higher yields,
enhanced disease and pest resistance, and resilience to weather extremes such as
high temperature and drought. The budget will also fund several initiatives to support
research on breeding and germplasm improvement in livestock which will enhance food
security and lead to the development of preventive measures to combat diseases and
thereby increase production. These initiatives have great potential to help ensure an
abundant, safe, and inexpensive supply of food to meet global demand. Additionaily,
the budget funds research initiatives that will accelerate the development and
deployment of dedicated energy feedstocks, thereby reducing dependence on foreign
oil and expanding the opportunities for American farmers. Finally, the budget supports

projects that focus on food safety, and human nutrition and obesity prevention.
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The 2012 budget request for the National Agricultural Statistics Service includes
an increase of nearly $12 million in initiatives, which is offset by $8.3 million in
terminations of low-priority programs. This includes the elimination of a land tenure
survey largely comprised of farm operators that are accounted for in the Agricultural
Resource Management Survey. The 2012 budget includes full funding to support the
third year of the 2012 Census of Agriculture’s five year cycle and to improve the data
quality of the County Estimates program which is used within the Department to
administer crop insurance programs, as well as crop revenue support programs,

emergency assistance payments, and the Conservation Reserve Program.

Finally, $8.4 million is included for initiatives within the Economic Research
Service, including an initiative for behavioral economics that will yield information and
analysis that enhances decision-making on economic and policy issues related to
agriculture, food, farming, natural resources, and rural development. These increases

are partially offset by a $4.9 million reduction from lower priority projects.

Management Initiatives

To reform USDA so it is leaner, more efficient and ready for the 21st century, we
will support efforts to better streamline operations and deliver results — at lower cost -
for the American people. The budget reflects the Department’'s commitment to
increasing program delivery effectiveness by implementing management improvements,

administrative efficiencies, and IT systems that modernize the USDA workplace.
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A significant streamlining and efficiency measure being proposed is a structured
buyout of 504 Federal headquarters and related employees — 10 percent — of the Farm
Service Agency. This restructuring effort is expected to result in net savings of
$27 mitlion in 2012 and total savings of $174 million through 2015. In addition, we are
proposing a further savings of $14.4 million in FSA administrative expenses through
efficiencies related to advisory contracts, travel expenses, printing and supplies. it is
also critical that we continue to invest in modernizing the FSA IT system to provide a

secure, modern system capable of supporting web-based program delivery.

One of the key components for increasing USDA effectiveness is focused on
creating a high performing and diverse workforce across the Department. Through
USDA's Cultural Transformation initiative, the Department and its workforce are being
revamped to increase job satisfaction, training opportunities, and career development
possibilities. USDA will focus on improving leadership development, labor relations,
human resources accountability, and veterans and other special employment programs.
These efforts will greatly improve the productivity of the Department, resulting in better
service to USDA constituents and more value for American taxpayers. A $3 million
increase is proposed to strengthen our human resources transformation initiatives and

veterans hiring efforts.

USDA also strives to improve the efficiency with which it purchases over

$5 billion in goods and services annually. These acquisitions support USDA program
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delivery, including food purchases for the nutrition programs and {T purchases in
support of business operations. Regardless of what is being purchased, USDA relies
upon a workforce of acquisition professionals to efficiently and effectively procure the
goods and services needed fo ensure continued service delivery by the Department. As
part of a government-wide initiative pursuant to the President’s Memorandum on
Government Contracting, USDA is requesting funding of $6.5 million for training,
workforce development activities, and supporting [T systems. Such efforts will greatly
improve the workforce’s ability to negotiate more favorably priced contracts and manage
contract costs more effectively. These improvements will support USDA’s actions to
implement its acquisition savings plan that includes a projected 7-percent reduction in

non-commodity acquisitions in FY 2011, with additional reductions in the out-years.

We are also taking additional steps to address the unfortunate history of civil
rights in USDA. As you know, since coming into office, this Administration has made
great strides in resolving claims of discrimination by reducing the backlog of complaints
and by working to settle lawsuits brought against the Department by black and Native
American farmers and ranchers. USDA has worked closely with Congress to secure
the funding necessary to address the Pigford Il class action lawsuit. The Department
has also been working to resolve other discrimination claims such as those being
brought by women and Hispanic farmers and ranchers. In FY 2012, we are requesting
funding under the Farm Service Agency to pay the administrative costs of resolving
existing civil rights claims, and to provide settlement for discrimination claims filed under

the Equal Credit Opportunity Act where the statute of limitation has expired. The
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Department remains committed to taking these actions as part of our commitment to

create a New Era of Civil Rights in USDA.

Ensuring that the Department and its programs are open and transparent is aiso
a key component of the transformation effort. As a result, USDA is proposing to expand
the Office of Advocacy and Outreach (OAQ), which was established by the 2008 Farm
Bill, to improve service delivery to historically underserved groups and will work to
improve the productivity and viability of small, beginning, and socially disadvantaged
producers. The outreach efforts led by OAQ will help to ensure that all persons eligible
to participate in USDA programs will have the opportunity and the information

necessary to benefit from the services delivered by the Department.

L e e e S R e T el s )

The President told us that winning the future will require a lot of hard work and
sacrifice from everyone. The President’s budget reflects sacrifice, but provides the
funding to achieve his vision for a strong America. | look forward to working with this
Subcommittee fo help build a foundation for American competiveness for years to come

so that we pass on a stronger America to our children and grandchildren.

| would be pleased to take your questions at this time.

i
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INITIATIVES

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, thank you, Mr. Secretary. And let me begin
with asking you a question about some of your new initiatives.

As you know, the House originally said we are not going to have
any earmarks. And then the Senate came along and eliminated
about $400 million in earmarks. But it is my understanding that
that money, rather than go into deficit reduction, the administra-
tion plans to use that to fund new initiatives.

Is that correct, or am I missing something? And if that is not cor-
rect, where does the offset for new initiatives come from?

Secretary VILSACK. Depending upon the mission area, Mr. Chair-
man, we can establish for you that the elimination of earmarks, it
does in fact go to reducing our discretionary spending. Let me take
the National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA), for example.
We obviously are very interested in increasing competitive grants
under the Agriculture and Food Research Initiative (AFRI) pro-
gram because we think that that is the most significant and best
way to leverage resources with our universities in the private sec-
tor.

Having said that, that increase in AFRI research is offset by the
elimination of earmarks that have been designated by Congress in
the past. And the net result of NIFA is a reduction of $138 million
over what it was in 2011, as proposed.

In the Agricultural Research Service (ARS), we increase commit-
ments to regional biofuel feed stock research because we think that
is appropriate, to expand an industry that we believe has great po-
tential for rural America in terms of job growth and providing addi-
tional opportunities and income for farmers. That is offset by $41
million in earmarks that have been eliminated under the ARS por-
tion of the budget.

So I could go through each line item of the budget, each area and
mission area. But I think what you will find is the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) earmarks basically offset
some of the marketing and regulatory programs that we are pro-
posing to increase because of invasive species and pests and dis-
ease that we think have significant impact on the economy of par-
ticular crops.

So I think we could go through all of these. But I can assure you
that the bottom line is a net reduction in discretionary spending,
which the President has directed us to do and I know the Congress
is interested in seeing as well.

Mr. KINGSTON. So the money, though, does come from what real-
ly has already been eliminated, in that the earmarks aren’t there.
Is that correct?

Secretary VILSACK. We were working off of a budget that in-
cluded specific allocations for projects—for example, specific re-
search projects, for example, where money was being accumulated.
That has been reduced. We made an effort to try to prioritize, as
best we could, programs which we thought either—let’s take
APHIS, for example.

We prioritized programs in APHIS where we thought perhaps we
had already made sufficient progress, or perhaps we had based our
view on an eradication strategy, when in fact the science would tell
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us that eradication is probably not going to work, so we need a con-
tainment strategy. We tried to prioritize as best we could. Obvi-
ously, Congress is going to have a potentially different set of prior-
ities, but this is a starting point for conversation and discussion on
a budget.

Mr. Dicks. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes.

Mr. Dicks. If you would yield, just to ask a question on this
point.

The money you are talking about is fiscal year 2010 money, isn’t
that correct, where the administration made a decision to not
spend the earmarked funding until they could see what happened
with the 2011 budget?

Secretary VILSACK. It is correct it is the 2010.

Mr. Dicks. So that is the money we are talking about. And so
the earmarks were not done, but that money was still there. How
much was that amount?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, it depends on which mission area you
are talking about. If I can ask Mike.

Mr. Dicks. Thank you for yielding.

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. Let me ask the gentleman a question be-
cause it is my impression that the President’s budget has already
acknowledged that earmarks would be gone, and therefore that
money is not in there.

Mr. Dicks. In 2012, right?

Secretary VILSACK. Correct.

Mr. KINGSTON. So then this would just—those increases actually
are not offset because that money is not in the budget.

Secretary VILSACK. In some cases, Mr. Chairman, there was
money that was allocated in previous budgets that is being essen-
tially wiped out, if you will.

CROP INSURANCE

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, let me ask you another question. You had
talked about the crop insurance savings being $6 billion.

Secretary VILSACK. Yes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Four billion went to deficit reduction. Where did
the other two go?

Secretary VILSACK. The other $2 billion portion of it went into
expanding crop insurance products for range and pasture and
grassland areas. Roughly 14,000 additional policies have been sold
as a result of that expansion.

A portion of it is going to go to a premium reduction program for
good performers to encourage——

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Secretary, my own time has expired and I
have to call the clock on me. But I get the gist of what you are say-
ing.

Mr. Farr.

RESEARCH FACILITIES

Mr. FARR. I will follow up a question on that. So all of the money
that went through earmarks, for example to build facilities, have
been wiped out for your ag research stations?
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Secretary VILSACK. That is correct. And the reason—and I under-
stand that there is obviously a great deal of interest in research,
and you specifically have a great deal of interest in it, as you
should.

The problem has been that we have not really prioritized these
research projects, and what we are going through right now with
ARS is a discussion and a review and a study of exactly how to
prioritize research and research facilities so that we make decisions
based on what we think is in the best national interest, as opposed
to something that has been earmarked specifically by a Member of
Congress in the past and which the administration essentially
agreed to in the past.

ll\{h". FARR. So even meritorious earmarks that will pass that test
wi

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I think there is no question that there
is a need for improved research facilities in this country. And there
is no question that we are going to have to invest in those facilities.
Research is extremely important in terms of a multitude of areas—
to rebuild rural America, to make sure that we continue to invest
in crop productivity and livestock protection, and so forth.

So there has to be research facilities. But my belief is that you
have got to prioritize, and you can’t prioritize if you continue to
provide small amounts of money to build up an account that, over
time, eventually gets to a point where you can build a facility with
it.

Mr. FARR. And once that decision is made that you have set
these priorities, then where will the money come from?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, it will come from essentially whatever
you do with budgeting. You have got to make decisions and you
have got to establish priorities. And if in year 2013 or 2014, what-
ever the year might be, we make a determination that four or five
research facilities are extremely important to be done, then it will
be up to us to find resources in the budget to offset or additional
inlcome revenue sources to provide the resources to build those fa-
cilities.

Mr. FARR. Will you be working with other federal agencies like
the Food and Drug Administration—FDA—to see where you might
collaborate in research facilities?

Secretary VILSACK. We do, and we are working very closely right
now with the Department of Homeland Security on a facility, a spe-
cific facility in Kansas. So yes.

Mr. FARR. So those factors will go into your prioritization as
what other partners you have in

Secretary VILSACK. Partners, and I think it is fair to say that to
the extent that we become, I think, creative about leveraging re-
sources—I mean, we are getting to a point now where I think we
have to be very careful about money we spend. And if we are able
to leverage those resources with additional investment outside of
government, that is something that—that is a factor that also
ought to be considered.

Mr. FARR. Well, I appreciate that approach. I always thought
that that might be the approach you have used in the past. But I
really resent the fact that you have worked many, many years to
try to build up an account to build a facility that I think will pass
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all the scrutiny that you have just outlined, and then have to start
all over again.

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, I understand the frustration.
All T can say is that when I came into this office, there had not
been a review or prioritization of these facilities at all, to my
knowledge, and that we are in the process of conducting that right
now, which I think is the prudent approach.

Mr. FARR. Yes. I think it is a prudent approach. I just don’t like
throwing the baby out with the bath water.

Secretary VILSACK. Well—

RURAL STRATEGY FOR AMERICA

Mr. FARR. Would you for a moment just explain to the committee
what you are doing in this kind of rural—what you explained to
me about the idea of looking at a rural strategy for America—re-
member, your comment that rural America has not been in a reces-
sion, it has been in a depression for about the last 10 years—your
concept of revitalizing rural America?

Because in hearing that, I look at this that you are going to zero
out the Resource Conservation and Development Program. I always
think, is that being part of an effective strategy for rural America,
and wonder why you have decided to zero that out.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, conservation spending overall is going
to increase when you compare it to the authorized level in the
Farm Bill. We will increase over what we had last year because it
is part of the strategy of rebuilding our rural economy.

The greater the resources invested in conservation, the greater
the chances are that you can expand outdoor recreation opportuni-
ties, which are a significant strategy for rebuilding America. You
have to prioritize. I mean, we are faced with constraints, and we
tried to prioritize where we thought the best bang for the conserva-
tion buck could be obtained.

Some of the smaller programs had to go. Some of the guaranteed
loan programs in conservation had to go. But EQIP was increased.
We continue to promote the Conservation Reserve Program—
CRP—which is another place where the crop insurance money
went, Mr. Chairman, which is what I would have said if my time
had not expired.

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Latham.

Mr. LATHAM. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Sec-
retary.

FARM BILL

We are starting the process of writing a new Farm Bill, and I
just wondered if you had set out priorities. Or what do you envision
as far as changes going forward?

Secretary VILSACK. Representative, I think it is fair to say that
we recognize the responsibility that Congress has in writing the
Farm Bill, and we stand ready to provide the technical assistance
and support the Congress needs to write a good Farm Bill.

I can’t say that we have established priorities because we see
this as a collaborative process. We have set in motion a process
within USDA to begin taking a look at current Farm Bill provisions
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to determine if there are things that are inefficient, ineffective,
complex, confusing, things that need to be straightened out, ampli-
fied, modified, so that we have a good list of those programs.

And then secondly, I think Bob Stallman, at a recent Farm Bu-
reau meeting in Atlanta, I think, summarized it fairly well. I think
we are confronted—and I say we—are confronted with the chal-
lenge—Do we want a safety net system that provides some re-
sources to farmers on an annual basis, regardless of how good the
agriculture economy might be on that particular year, as opposed
to something that would provide significant help and assistance
when it is most needed?

And I think that is one of the fundamental questions that has
to be answered. We obviously believe that there is a move towards
risk management, and more appropriate risk management tech-
niques, and that is reflected, obviously, in our proposal to reduce
some of the direct payments to some of the higher income farming
operations.

But I would say part of our priority is also on this issue that
Representative Farr began to address, and that is, how do we re-
build the rural economy? I think an expansion of broadband is part
of that. I think conservation is part of it. And I think clearly, in
my view, biofuels and renewable energy is a significant part of that
and needs to be reflected in the Farm Bill.

Mr. LATHAM. Are you planning a series of hearings around the
country? Has there been a schedule? Because it is going to start
pretty quick.

Secretary VILSACK. Right. I don’t think that we are going to rep-
licate what happened in the past, which is the administration
doing a series of hearings and then coming up with its own Farm
Bill. Again, I think we see this as a collaborative process.

I am sure that we will be out in the field, if you will, listening
to folks and getting input. But I don’t think it will be quite done
in the same way that Secretary Johanns did it when he was in this
position.

Mr. LaTHAM. I would just hope that it is policy-driven, which the
last Farm Bill was. It tried to determine policy and then fit the dol-
lars in with it. The previous Farm Bill, basically, was all about the
number of dollars and then trying to fit policy into that. It was re-
verse. I mean, I think the policy part comes first myself.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, you know, the reality is that you need
both. You need the right policy and you obviously

Mr. LATHAM. But the good policy is—that is where we are.

Secretary VILSACK. I don’t disagree with that.

Mr. LATHAM. How are we doing?

Mr. KINGSTON. You have a minute, almost two minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Oh, that is plenty of time.

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION RULE

The new GIPSA rules that are coming down, I have real concerns
about the impact that is going to have on a lot of producers. Tell
us—you are going to do an economic analysis of the impact.

Secretary VILSACK. Yes.

Mr. LATHAM. Where is that, and is that going to be subject to
peer review?
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Secretary VILSACK. We made the decision to open the proposed
rule for comment in an effort to try to better shape the economic
analysis that would take place. We received, I believe, over 60,000
comments, roughly 30,000 of them unique. They are being cat-
egorized and classified and put into categories.

When that process is completed, Joe Glauber will use that as a
basis of putting together an appropriate team, and an analysis will
be done. A thorough analysis will be done. We are anxious to obvi-
ously get this done in as appropriate and as thoughtful a way as
possible, and we think we have had a substantial amount of input
on this already.

We recognize there are concerns, but we also have heard—when
I traveled around the country with the competition hearings with
Attorney General Holder, we heard a lot of concerns about the cur-
rent system and the fairness of it. What we are really trying to do
is establish a fair system and a transparent system.

Mr. LATHAM. I would just hope that we have enough time to have
peer review to look at it. Sometimes you have some dramatic unin-
tended consequences. I was just in Marshalltown last Friday. I
toured the former Swift plant there, and the concern they have is
right now they are paying additional, but they get over half their
hogs from one source. They are all uniform. It is economically ad-
vantageous for them as far as processing to have that type of prod-
uct coming through.

I am more concerned about the little guy out there because I
think he is going to be put at a real disadvantage long-term.

Secretary VILSACK. That is not our intent.

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Dicks.

Mr. Dicks. Thank you.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

I wanted to ask you about food safety inspection and the effect
of H.R. 1 on the Department. The Food Safety and Inspection Serv-
ice—FSIS—is responsible for safety of domestic and imported meat
and poultry. As noted above, H.R. 1 would hold funding for the
FSIS to the 2008 levels.

The administration estimates that this would require a furlough
of all FSIS employees, including all inspectors, for 30 to 47 working
days. This would have amounted to 20 to 30 percent of the working
days left in the fiscal year if the bill were enacted on March 4th.

Without inspectors available, meat and poultry plants would be
legally required to stop operating. The administration estimates
that the economic loss from stopping plant operations at $11 bil-
lion. It also expects that consumer prices for meat and poultry
would rise with curtailed supply.

Are those comments accurate?

Secretary VILSACK. Representative, I think it is fair to under-
stand that the FSIS portion of our budget is predominately per-
sonnel. Predominately personnel. We have done a study recently
that is reflected in our 2012 appropriation request in which we
could, obviously, given enough time, adjust our workforce a bit
without necessarily resulting in closures of facilities.
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But if you impose upon FSIS a significant reduction and you give
us less than a fiscal year, if you give us six months or five months
in which to manage that reduction, you are going to see personnel
reductions and you are going to see impacts, obviously, on facilities.

Our hope and belief is, honestly, the confidence that we have in
all of you, is that hopefully that won’t happen, that there won’t be
a reduction of that magnitude, and that there won’t be any kind
of shutdown or interruption of government.

Mr. Dicks. Well, we hope that you are right and that in a work-
ing-out between the House and Senate on this issue, that this can
be resolved in a positive way.

WATER AND WASTE

Under the Water and Waste Direct Rural Utility Services, we see
some very significant cuts, from—in 2011 was $1,022,000,000 down
to $770,000,000 minus $251 million. Grants are cut from $469 mil-
lion to $409 million. These are programs that are absolutely essen-
tial in rural America. And I know we have to make some reduc-
tions, but are you concerned about what the impact of these cuts
will be on rural programs?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, the reality is we are always concerned.
Having said that, I think it gets back to my opening comments,
Representative. I think what we are faced with here is a balance
between shared sacrifice and shared opportunity.

These water projects are important to the communities involved,
and we did a substantial number of them and are in the process
of completing a substantial number of them as a result of the Re-
covegy Act. Well over 800 projects were funded through the Recov-
ery Act.

And so it is obviously important to the community. We will do
the best we can of leveraging those resources at whatever level
Congress ultimately decides to appropriate.

Mr. Dicks. Right. Well, I want to say that those programs have
been very important in Washington State, and the rural commu-
nities deeply appreciate the help and assistance that they have re-
ceived. And what we are worried about is that it is the lowest in-
;[:)om}e1 areas that we are talking about that may be negatively hit

y this.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we will do our best to make sure that
we provide resources to those lowest income areas. And I will tell
you also, this is about economic development and jobs. You cannot
attract economic development to a community if you don’t have ac-
cess to water.

Mr. Dicks. Yes. Again, I want to thank you for coming out to
Washington State. We enjoyed your visit, and we look forward to
continuing to work with you.

I yield back my time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman yields back.

And the chair recognizes Mr. Aderholt, and I want to welcome
you to this committee.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is good to be on the
ag committee, and we appreciate the Secretary and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture coming over and testifying before the sub-
committee today.
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POULTRY

One of the major agricultural products of the district I represent
is poultry, and of course knowing that there is fierce protectionism
from other countries, every time we try to complete a free trade
agreement or simply arrange sales to another country. What is the
status of sales of U.S. chicken products to Australia, Russia, and
China?

Secretary VILSACK. We have been working—let me start with
Russia. We have worked to reopen the Russian market. They origi-
nally expressed concern about the chlorine wash process that we
used in poultry treatment. As a result of an elaborate set of con-
versations with the Russians in Russia about the technical aspects
of this, we were able to reach an agreement which reopened that
market, and we are in the process of selling poultry.

However, having said that, there are a number of steps that the
Russians have taken recently in connection with specific plants,
suggesting that there are additional issues that need to be re-
solved. So there is an ongoing conversation with the Russians
about reopening the poultry market, and it actually took President
Obama speaking to the Russian president specifically about this
during President Obama’s visit to reopen.

In China, we are obviously continuing to work to reopen. China
now is our number one trading partner generally in agricultural
products, surpassing Canada and Mexico. That market is reopened.
But, you know, it is always fragile.

We think that there are tremendous opportunities in other parts
of the country—other parts of the world, rather—to reopen trade
and to expand trade. I am taking a trip in the spring to Indonesia
and Vietnam. I think there are tremendous opportunities in that
region. I think that is the reason why the President has been en-
gaged in the Trans-Pacific Partnership discussions, to sort of create
a much larger, multilateral arrangement.

So Korea, obviously, another opportunity for us, and we are anx-
ious to make sure the free trade agreement gets through the proc-
ess as quickly as possible.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Anything in particular regarding the status of
sales in Australia?

Secretary VILSACK. You know, I will have to get back to you on
that, Congressman. I am not specifically sure about Australia. Our
focus has primarily been on China and Russia, where they have
from time to time created nonscientific barriers that we have to
kind of knock down.

[The information follows:]

Australia currently bans imports of U.S. fresh/frozen chicken and turkey meat due
to concerns related to infectious bursal disease (IBD). This disease is present in both
countries; however, as a result of an import risk assessment (IRA) on chicken meat,
Australia concluded that the U.S. strain is exotic to Australia. The United States
believes that the IRA overestimates the risk presented by imports of these products.
In 2009, the United States asked Australia to add market access for U.S. cooked
turkey meat to the list of issues that USDA is looking to have addressed on a pri-
ority basis. USDA continues to press Australia on this issue, and has had recent
discussions that indicate the matter will be given greater attention by the Aus-

tralian side going forward. In 2010, the United States exported over $2.5 million in
poultry products to Australia, the majority of which were eggs and egg products.
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Mr. ADERHOLT. And certainly I know those would be large mar-
kets as well.

TRADE AGREEMENTS

Just sort of tied into that with talking about the sales and trade
agreements, a lot of times I talk to constituents and they want to
know the benefits of these free trade agreements. And a lot of
times they hear about the impact they have on manufacturing.

But could you share some examples of where agriculture has ac-
tually really flourished when there has been trade agreements—for
example, under CAFTA and under even NAFTA, but in CAFTA in
particular, where you have seen some real positive efforts that
have flowed from these agreements in the past?

Secretary VILSACK. Representative, what I usually do when I
talk about trade is to talk about the overall agricultural trade situ-
ation. And this year is a good year to talk about it because we had
a record export year in agricultural trade. We did—and we antici-

ate this year, the current year that we are in, we will do roughly
5136 billion worth of agricultural trade. That will be $20 billion
higher than last year’s effort, and last year’s effort was a record ef-
fort in exports.

Every billion dollars of agricultural sales, export sales, generates
somewhere between 8,000 and 9,000 jobs. So it is a job creator. Ob-
viously, it is nice to know that we have in this area a trade sur-
plus. We are anticipating the trade surplus this year to be $47 bil-
lion. There are not very many parts of our economy where we can
talk about a trade surplus.

So we are basically creating wealth from the ground, exporting
it outside the country to CAFTA countries, to Southeast Asia, to
Europe, and to certain African countries and South American coun-
tries. We are heavily engaged in promoting trade, and we are going
to continue to be so.

Our budget does propose additional resources because it can cre-
ate new opportunities. So across the board, we have seen signifi-
cant increases in agricultural trade.

Mr. ADERHOLT. And I would assume that that would be the case
with the South Korean and Colombian——

Secretary VILSACK. Well, there is no question on South Korea.
We know precisely what will happen. We will see tariffs reduced
on 60 percent of our agricultural products. It is roughly a $5 billion
market today. Those tariffs are roughly 53 percent, which are quite
high. We will see an elimination on 60 percent of those items im-
mediately, and then over a period of time the reduction of the other
tariffs. So there is no question there is a great opportunity there
for us.

It is part of our strategy to focus on countries where there are
expanding middle classes or countries where we think barriers to
nonscientific—nonscientific trade barriers can be reduced. And
Korea obviously has an expanding middle class, and I think will
provide impetus and momentum for additional trade agreements.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you.

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Sec-
retary and staff. Welcome.
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Just give me five seconds more, Mr. Chairman, just to say thank
you. It was a hard decision for me to make the choice that I did
in moving to ranking on HHS. I love the work of this committee.
I have been very proud of the work that we have all done together
in a bipartisan way, and it has been a pleasure working with you.
I am looking forward to working with you again and with my col-
league, Mr. Farr, in the ranking position.

And I just want to say a thank you to the Secretary and his staff
for the good work I believe we have been able to do over the last
several years. So thank you.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

Ms. DELAURO. With that, let me just follow up on a couple of
areas that Mr. Dicks began to explore. I really am interested, and
if we don’t have an answer today, I would like to know, that be-
cause of the $88 million cut over the remainder of the year if the
current Appropriations Bill becomes law, I think we have to—and
we can’t, and I know you are not suggesting this, Mr. Secretary—
that we just can’t hope for the best that will come out of this proc-
ess.

But just in quantifiable data, which I think we need to know
something about, is how many inspectors would have to be fur-
loughed for how long a period of time? How many chickens and
beef carcasses would be destroyed because they will go
uninspected? What positions are you proposing to eliminate, and
how would that affect the daily and continuous plant inspections?

I would like real numbers attached to this and a plan attached
to this. As I say, I don’t think we can hope for the best here. I
think we need to have a plan B, and I think everyone here—and
the public as well—needs to know what the impact of those cuts
would be.

When FSIS inspection is inadequate, we get the scandals like
Westland/Hallmark, that beef debacle that we had in 2008. And as
an adjunct to that, what are the safeguards on the proposed sav-
ings? What is in place? What is in place to assure us that we do
not have another inspection failure like that was?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, Representative, let me just say gen-
erally—we will provide you the specifics—but generally speaking,
the concern that I have about all of these conversations about
budgets and the difficulties that we are having in trying to get a
2011 budget finished is—Are we going to have sufficient time in
which to manage whatever you ultimately decide?

Having been a governor for eight years, having balanced eight
budgets, if you give me enough time, we can work around. But if
you try to squeeze into six months a rather substantial cut in an
area of the budget that is personnel-driven, you have no other re-
course. It is not like you can plan. It is not like you can figure out
how to deal with the situation.

But if you have time—and by time, I mean an extended period
of time; that is why the President has suggested and proposed a
freeze of discretionary spending for several years. That gives his
managers, his Cabinet members, time to manage it appropriately.
If you squeeze a substantial reduction in a short period of time, it
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becomes very difficult to manage. And FSIS is a good example be-
cause that is a place where it is very personnel-driven.
[The information follows:]

Last week the Senate voted on the House passed version of H.R. 1 and the Senate
version of the bill that would have funded the government for the remainder of the
year. As you know, neither proposal had sufficient support to pass the Senate. This
is an indication of the difficult decisions under consideration. The Administration
has made it clear it is willing to support a reasonable compromise that makes tar-
geted investments while cutting spending in a measured way that will help us re-
duce the deficit. This assumes that we will be provided enough time to properly
manage the implementation of any reductions that ultimately result from these de-
cisions.

In the case of FSIS, it is important to note that 85% of the FSIS budget is for
personnel, so a reduction of the magnitude contemplated by H.R. 1 would likely
have an effect on the FSIS workforce. Since October 1, 2010, the Agency has under-
taken a review of all spending and made significant progress in reprioritizing non-
essential travel, operating, and staffing to support core mission requirements. These
re-prioritizations were necessary to provide adequate funding for pay cost increases
(those merit promotion and within-grade-increases) and unfunded benefit increases,
such as rising health care costs and an increasing number of FERS employees. As
part of the FY 2012 budget process, FSIS has also identified several proposals that
are part of the 2012 budget that will make FSIS more efficient. However, if FSIS
were to be reduced to FY 2008 levels with five or six months left in the fiscal year,
there would likely be no way to avoid impacting the FSIS workforce.

To mitigate an $88 million reduction, the Agency would seek to manage the ef-
fects in such a way as to minimize the impact on the Agency’s regulatory respon-
sibilities, on industry, and ultimately the consumer. FSIS would likely need to fur-
lough employees, and in one scenario, FSIS would need to furlough frontline inspec-
tion personnel (currently more than 8,000) resulting in approximately 6,200 feder-
ally inspected meat and poultry plants being shut down for over one month.

It is difficult to estimate the exact impact on the industry, but during FY 2010,
FSIS inspection program personnel ensured public health requirements were met in
establishments that slaughter and/or process 147 million head of livestock and nine
billion poultry carcasses. Assuming a similar level of slaughter and processing in FY
2011, disruption of inspection for over a month would likely result in billions of dol-
lars of impacts.

Ms. DELAURO. And I will reiterate, but I would like to see the
numbers. I think it is important to know the numbers. And you as
an administrator and as a governor know that you have to plan for
the worst scenario, and I think that that is important. I also would
just say what the closure of these plants would be, and I think peo-
ple have got to understand what the effect is on the cost of meat
and poultry products as a result of that.

INTERSTATE MEAT RULE

Let me move to state and meat/poultry inspections. The 2008
Farm Bill directed FSIS to establish a program whereby certain
meat/poultry establishments currently under state inspection
would be eligible to ship their products in interstate commerce.
There was careful negotiation on that among the consumer organi-
zations, state departments of agriculture, the National Farmers
Union, and labor organizations.

The comment period for the proposed rule to implement the new
program closed on December 16, 2009. The Department did not
send the Final Rule to the Office of Management and Budget for
final clearance until January 7, 2011. Why was there such a long
delay in transmitting the Final Rule to OMB, and when do you ex-
pect the Final Rule to be published in the Federal Register?



40

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Secretary, you have about—actually, time
has expired, so if you could just summarize it quickly and submit
the rest of it for the record, that would be helpful.

Secretary VILSACK. We are expecting it soon from OMB, very
soon. My hope is—we talked about this just yesterday, about the
interstate meat rule—our hope is that it gets done very soon. This
was a pilot project, and I think we just wanted to make sure it was
done right in terms of the amount of time.

[The information follows:]

The comments were substantive and the Agency benefited from a thorough anal-
ysis in developing the docket.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you.

Mr. Nunnelee, I want to welcome you to the committee. But inas-
much as Mr. Bishop has been the first one here today, I feel like
we need to go to him. So if you don’t mind, Mr. Bishop.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
your courtesy. And welcome again, Mr. Secretary.

RENEWABLE AND CLEAN ENERGY

Although the President’s fiscal year 2012 proposed budget for
USDA decreased to $23.9 billion from the $27 billion in fiscal year
2010, you still invest $6.5 billion in support of renewable and clean
energy. In particular, the Agriculture and Food Research Initiative
is getting an increase of $8.2 million for a research initiative to de-
velop high-quality, cost-effective feed stocks, as you mentioned, for
biofuel production. And the Rural Business Cooperative Services,
which operates the Renewable Energy Loan and Grant Program for
the purchase of renewable energy systems and energy efficiency
improvements, will see a combination of mandatory funding and
grants programs at about $57 million above fiscal year 2011.

This is laudable, but I am concerned regarding the future of eth-
anol production as a vehicle alternative fuel source. The ethanol
plant in my district, which you visited last year, was just forced to
seek bankruptcy due to a number of factors, and I understand that
that story is similar around the country.

I think that we all support ethanol as an alternative fuel source.
But how can we work to support and strengthen the industry, par-
ticularly given the tremendous pressure that it is experiencing
now, both politically and economically?

Secretary VILSACK. Representative, first of all, there are over 200
ethanol production facilities in the country. We had a record
amount of ethanol produced. Ethanol production is up 23 percent
this year. So there may very well be, as is the case in your district,
an individual circumstance where a facility didn’t make it. I think
in your facility’s case, it is a particular technology concern and
challenge that they were not able to overcome.

Having said that, here is why it is important to continue to sup-
port biofuels and renewable energy, because if we reach and when
we reach the 36 billion gallon mandatory amount that you all have
set as the goal, we will produce roughly a million jobs in rural
America. A million jobs. And we will see $100 billion invested in
biorefinery plants across the country.
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The key here is for us to make sure that we multiply feed stocks
used and available to produce ethanol. It is not and cannot and will
not be solely based on corn. There are a number of interesting
strategies that we are currently investing in that we believe ulti-
mately will result in us being able to produce ethanol and biofuels
in all parts of the country, utilizing whatever that part of the coun-
try has as its feed stock.

It could be woody biomass in the Northwest. It could be peren-
nial grasses in the Southeast. It could be algae in a facility in the
Southwest, as we currently are investing in. It could be animal
waste. It could be landfill waste, which we are investing in, a plant
in the Deep South. I mean, there are a multitude of ways to do
this. It is really about rebuilding the rural economy, and you have
got to provide new products, or you have to differentiate what you
are producing from everything else that is of a like kind that is
being produced.

Mr. BisHOP. I agree with you, Mr. Secretary. And for the past
several years, the corn price has been pretty much tied to the price
of oil due to ethanol production, which has become a major concern
to our pork producers and our cattle producers in terms of feed con-
sumption, feed efficiency, and feed waste.

How can we better balance and/or differentiate corn production
and costs for ethanol production versus animal consumption?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, first of all, fortunately, we are seeing
good prices in our livestock area. And so we want to obviously con-
tinue to expand market opportunities for those livestock producers
so they have strong markets.

Secondly, when you are producing ethanol, you are not just pro-
ducing ethanol. You are also producing a feed supplement that is
quite efficient and quite effective in cattle in particular.

So I think there are additional reasons why this is an industry
that we should continue to support for the livestock industry. Obvi-
ously, we are keeping an eye on the livestock industry, but at this
point in time we seem to be doing okay. And we are going to con-
tinue to work hard to make sure markets are available, and that
we become more efficient, and that we expand the number of feed-
stocks available so that we don’t rely solely on one feedstock.

BROADBAND

Mr. BisHOP. I have just a few seconds left. Let me switch to
broadband right quickly. A number of Georgia residents are wait-
ing for broadband coverage in the service resulting from the 2009
stimulus program. And we have spoken with the three primary
service providers who won the contracts in Southwest Georgia. But
they tell us that while they have submitted all the paperwork, RUS
hasn’t processed the loans and they haven’t received the funding
yet. In one case, the paperwork has been pending since the fall.

What is the total number of funds that are allocated to grantees?
And is there a way we can expedite the process?

Secretary VILSACK. The 330 projects, I can’t say specifically as it
relates to your particular project. If you can allow us to get back
to you, we will be happy to look into that. There may very well be
a reason why there has been a delay.

[The information follows:]
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Under the Recovery Act, the Rural Utilities Service approved $3.5 billion in fund-
ing for more than 300 broadband projects across the country. These projects are
moving forward on schedule to meet the three-year deadline mandated by the Re-
covery Act. Of the nine Recovery Act-funded broadband projects in Georgia, funds
have been made available to one awardee, Flint Cable TV, as RUS has cleared the
document and environmental review for that particular project. For the remaining
Georgia projects, RUS is working to clear the documents for three projects and is
working to finalize the environmental findings for five projects.

Of the total funds obligated nationwide, $1.974 billion in project funding is avail-
able for construction or pending final clearance, and $82 million in funding has been
drawn down by awardees. In order to ensure responsible administration of Federal
funding, documentation for these broadband projects undergoes a comprehensive re-
view by RUS loan and grant specialists. We are doing everything in our power to
expedite these projects to ensure they meet the construction deadline.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Dicks. Would you yield to me just briefly?

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. But I am sorry
unanimous consent to give Mr. Dicks

Mr. Dicks. I have to go on to another meeting.

ETHANOL

But Mr. Secretary, I think you have got to make that story about
ethanol—you need to get that out there because there is a lot of
misinformation being spread all over this country about that pro-
gram. And you are an expert on it, and the administration needs
to talk a lot more positively about it, I think.

Secretary VILSACK. We make every effort to do that, Congress-
man. You are right.

Mr. Dicks. Thank you.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Nunnelee. No questions.

Mr. Dicks, you have more time. Mr. Nunnelee just yielded back.

Mr. Dicks. I got things to do. [Laughter.]

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, let me welcome you again to the committee.

PAYMENT ERROR RATES

Mr. Secretary, I wanted to talk to you a little bit about a subject
you and I have spoken about in the past, and that is the payment
error rates. And I had noticed that you have brought down the
error rate for farm programs, and one of the more fascinating hear-
ings that we have each year on this subcommittee is when the In-
spector General comes in and talks about people who are gaming
the system. And it is not just individuals. It can be institutions,
and it can be our own sloppiness that causes payment errors.

But I wanted to have you comment on the farm program pay-
ment errors and then I want to talk to you about the Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program—SNAP—Dbenefit payment errors be-
cause it appears that one of the rates has gone down in farm pay-
ments, whereas SNAP has sort of leveled off at about a 4 percent
rate. And I have some statistics, but let me just ask you to com-
ment on those two.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, on the farm payment, we have done a
couple of things. First of all, there was a concern about deceased
individuals receiving payments. And so we have teamed up with
the Social Security system to make sure that we are appropriately
providing resources. There are circumstances where a farmer dies
during the year and their family is entitled to the payment, and
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at that point it ought to stop. And we are doing a better job of mak-
ing sure that we keep an eye on that.

We have also teamed up, as you well know, with the Internal
Revenue Service—IRS—to make sure that if folks are above the in-
come thresholds, that we receive notice of that. And we are doing
that in an appropriate, secure, privacy-protected way.

We have also taken a look at ways in which we analyze some of
our disaster programs. The Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance
Program—NAP program—for example, had a high error rate. We
think that might be because of the sampling process that we are
using, and so we are looking at ways in which we can reduce that.
So we have seen reductions.

On the SNAP side, I would just simply say that you have to also
recognize that there has been a significant increase in the number
of SNAP recipients in the last two years. Roughly, I believe, 13 mil-
lion people have been added to the rolls, and so that is a 30 percent
increase. And we have still been able to maintain a less than 4 per-
cent error rate, or less than 5 percent error rate. The standard is
less than 6 percent.

We are going to continue. We have challenged our team to do a
little bit better this year to continue to increase that percentage of
proper payments.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me ask you this. As I read the IG report on
both these programs, the farm program and the SNAP program,
some of it is kind of like the Readers Digest article stuff. There
was—I believe it was in Detroit, a grocery store where the employ-
ees were selling—like swapping cigarettes for electronic benefit
cards and, you know, just things that seemed outrageous and easy
to do something about, but it had gone on for years.

And I am not sure about that particular case. But some of these
appear to be easier to deal with than others in terms of, you do this
once, you cannot continue to participate in the program. And the
thing about the SNAP program is it is $3.6 billion. So the amount
of money involved for 4 percent—that is not that high, but the
amount of money is tremendous.

Secretary VILSACK. I agree with you. And one of the benefits of
the electronic benefit transfer system is it allows us to essentially
keep an eye on—one of the incidences that I have heard of recently
is somebody buying substantial amounts of water, and dumping it
out and then basically turning in the containers for deposit.

So there are ways in which we can see if there are a dispropor-
tionate number of purchases. We can track that. We can keep an
eye on it. We can have people in those stores, basically, examining
and keeping an eye on it.

So we are committed to this. We know that this is a big number.
It is a small percentage, but a big number. But given the fact that
we have seen a 30 percent increase in participation in the program,
I think it does speak well for our efforts that we have been able
to at least maintain an error rate that is historically a solid rate.

SNAP PURCHASES

Mr. KINGSTON. With all the discussion, particularly led by the
First Lady, on nutrition and proper diet and the new food pyramid
and all these things, is it time to track electronic benefit purchases
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with nutrition and health, and tie that in and move in that direc-
tion?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we are obviously studying the request
from the City of New York to do something akin to that. It is a lot
easier said than done, simply because there are over 300,000 prod-
ucts that can be sold in a grocery store.

We at this point have preferred a more incentive-driven effort.
We have a pilot project that the Farm Bill basically directed us to
put together in Massachusetts, in which we are trying to see if by
encouraging with point-of-sale incentives, we can see increased
fruit and vegetable purchases as opposed to some of the other pur-
chases.

Candidly, the studies would show that there is fundamentally no
difference in terms of purchasing or diet choices between folks who
are on SNAP and the rest of the population, in large part because
even the folks on SNAP have cash that they use at the grocery
store because only 10 percent of the people receiving SNAP are
cash welfare recipients. So most of them are working and strug-
gling families.

So I think our view is education and incentives will work more
effectively than trying to figure out a very complicated—and I will
just give you one example, and then my time is up.

But let’s say that you had a system in place where you couldn’t
buy a certain snack food with SNAP. How do you enforce that? The
18-year-old cashier who lets it go through, are you going to penal-
ize her or him? Are you going to close the store down? How do you
enforce it?

And I think these are very technical, practical questions that,
again, seems like a great idea, but the implementation of it be-
comes a lot more difficult than you would expect.

Mr. KINGSTON. I am sure we will be talking about this as time
goes on.

Mr. Farr.

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REVITALIZING RURAL AMERICA

Mr. Secretary, I again want to get back to your sort of expla-
nation of what you are going to do with your leadership. And I
think your background as governor and mayor are very important
to this.

You say in your opening testimony that: “Rural America offers
many opportunities, but it also faces a number of challenges that
have been experienced for decades. Rural Americans can earn less
than their urban counterparts. They are more likely to live in pov-
erty. More rural Americans are over the age of 65, and they have
completed fewer years of school, and more than half of America’s
rural counties are losing population.”

“In addition, improvements in health status have also not kept
pace, and access to doctors and health services has been a key chal-
lenge for rural America. Within the context of a reduced federal
funding level, our budget proposes to focus resources on the most
effective means to address the long-term challenges facing rural
communities in America. A critical element is engaging with the
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public and private partners to revitalize rural communities by ex-
panding economic opportunities and creating rural jobs.”

I agree with every word. But then you go on, and this is what
I want to know, is how do you get a better bang out of the buck
here when you eliminate or cut all these programs? Conservation
district loans, rural housing programs, rural utilities, rural busi-
nesses, watershed flood protection, Watershed Rehabilitation Pro-
gram, RC&D programs, ARS, Grassroots Source Water Program,
NIFA, and several programs in NIFA. And I think, in all, 34 pro-
grams that affect rural America are being cut.

How are we going to revitalize rural America by cutting out the
base?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I would say a couple things. First of all,
on the housing issue, when you take a look at the guaranteed loan
program that we have—we have substantially increased over the
course of the last couple of years. When I came into office, I think
we were doing something in the neighborhood of $4 or $5 billion
worth of guaranteed loans. We are proposing approximately $20
billion in guaranteed loans. So our view is that we can meet the
housing needs with the budget that we have proposed.

On the

Mr. FARR. Just on that, the problem is getting worse, and you
can meet it by having fewer loans. Right?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, actually, I don’t think it is fewer loans,
sir. I think, actually, you will see the same number or—certainly
the same number. They will be different types of loans. What we
have proposed is a reduction in direct loans, and we have in-
i:reased—a reduction in direct loans, but an increase in guaranteed
oans.

So the amount of housing units and home loans that we are able
to do is going to be roughly the same. We are still looking at some-
thing in the neighborhood of 90,000 home loans. So I don’t think
you are going to see a substantial decrease.

On the assisted housing, there is a decrease. But part of the rea-
son there is a decrease is because some of these units are going
into foreclosure, and some of them are being converted to higher-
income tenants, which often happens.

Mr. FARR. Rather than going through all 34 programs and justi-
fying why you think that cut is warranted, is there an overall
strategy

Secretary VILSACK. Yes.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Kind of measurable objectives that one
can look at, and go back to rural communities and say, well, maybe
we are eliminating or consolidating silos, but we are going to get
a better bang for our buck.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we have proposed the establishment of
a regional approach, in which we think we can leverage our re-
sources and our capital more effectively. We also——

Mr. FARR. Is that just regional among federal agencies, or does
it also include state and county?

Secretary VILSACK. Actually, the local geographic area. So we are
talking——

Mr. FARR. So, for example, as governor of Iowa, you know how
your counties work and what kind of county offices that may not
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be federal employees but are doing some very effective—do you—
thinking about, you know, what kind of collaboratives they can
enter into?

Secretary VILSACK. That is part of it. And part of it is working
with local economic development and Chamber of Commerce folks,
working with local government officials and state officials, to lever-
age their resources, the private sector resources; but most impor-
tantly, to figure out precisely what that region does best and to in-
vest in what it does best.

Mr. FARR. So it is individualized by region in the country?

Secretary VILSACK. There are seven regions that we have se-
lected for a sort of pilot.

Mr. FARR. That is pilots. Yes.

Secretary VILSACK. Yes. One of them is actually in Southwest
Towa. It is a group of six or seven counties that are working to-
gether.

So there is regionalism. There is also a reflection and an effort
that we are undergoing to increase capital markets, capital oppor-
tunities from the private sector. We think we need to engage the
capital markets and venture capital more effectively. We need to
figure out ways in which we can encourage more capital into rural
America. And that may mean regulatory changes. It may mean
statutory changes in terms of the permission of Farmer Mac and
the Farm Credit Administration and community-supported banks,
a way in which we can figure out how can we encourage you to in-
vest more in rural America. So there are lots of strategies.

Mr. FARR. Have you published that vision?

Secretary VILSACK. Pardon.

Mr. FARR. Have you published your vision? I mean, is it other
than—it is hard to pull out of all this budget data. Is there more
than—is there some statement of sort of a rural strategy for Amer-
ica?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we are actually working with the White
House, with my fellow Cabinet members, to essentially establish a
much broader vision, not just USDA’s vision but a government-
wide vision.

Mr. FARR. Yes. When do you think that will be out?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, our hope is in the next couple of
months. I mean, I can give it to you right now, but—I mean, from
our perspective I can give it to you right now very easily. And we
do have it published. It is published in our high-performance goals.
It is published in our strategic vision for the Department, which we
will be happy to provide you with.

[The information follows:]

The Department of Agriculture, as identified in its Strategic Plan for FY 2010
2015 (http:/ /www.ocfo.usda.gov /usdasp [ sp2010/sp2010.pdf), is committed to as-
sisting rural communities to prosper so that they become self-sustaining, repopu-
lating, and economically thriving. USDA strives to expand economic opportunities
in rural America and to create jobs for rural residents. To achieve this vision for
rural America, USDA has established a high priority performance goal to create,
strong and local regional communities. As part of the strategy to achieve this goal,
USDA has identified nine regions to participate in pilot projects that leverage Fed-
eral resources in combination with State and local resources. As a result of these

pilots, USDA is seeking to develop strong regional economic strategies for expanding
exports; linking farm production to local consumption; producing biofuels and re-
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newable energy; capitalizing on broadband; and innovatively using natural re-
sources as wealth-building tools for rural places.

Mr. FARR. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Latham.

Mr. LATHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Before I ask my ques-
tion, I just want to express my appreciation to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut for her kindness and the great job she did as
chairman. You should be ranking here. You sold us out. [Laughter.]

Anyway, thank you.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Secretary, in your budget there is a proposal
to limit eligibility of direct payments by adjusting the adjusted
gross income, supposedly to save about $2.5 billion over 10 years.
You have also got a series of user fees for APHIS and FSIS,
GIPSA, and NRCS.

Are you submitting legislation, or is there any effort to reopen
the Farm Bill to do these things? And if that does not happen, do
you have other offsets to make up for the funding that you are not
going to get?

Secretary VILSACK. We really think if we are going to have a
good quality discussion about the budget, and we are to establish
it as a reflection of our values and priorities, there does need to be
what the President referred to yesterday as shared sacrifice and
shared opportunity.

With farm prices as strong as they are today, we think it is ap-
propriate to ask the most successful farmers to consider perhaps
receiving a little bit less than they have been receiving. And we are
happy to talk about the process that we would follow to essentially
have that happen. I am sure Congress has the capacity to make
that happen. And we think it ought to happen, and we have pro-
posed this the last couple of years.

On the fees, if I can just say, in many cases those fees are de-
signed, in part—certainly in the FSIS area—to basically pay for fa-
cilities where we have to inspect more frequently because of dif-
ficulties and problems. So we are asking folks who maybe have not
lived up to the standard to possibly pay a little bit more for the
extra work that they are causing.

Mr. LATHAM. I guess the reality is, though, that they are not
going to reopen the Farm Bill before they write a new one. And so,
are there other offsets or something that you are going to use to
make up for the—if, in fact, you do not get your user fees?

Secretary VILSACK. We are not going to give up on that, Rep-
resentative.

Mr. LaTHAM. Okay.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman will yield, if the Department has
a proposal, or knows of a proposal that we could look at that is ap-
propriation legal or germane, we would look at it, because as you
know, it is always going to be offered on the floor, anyhow. And I
think we would rather be in a proactive position, working with you,
than a defensive position.

Secretary VILSACK. And we are happy to. I mean it is relatively
simple. We are just simply saying the limits that you have got in
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the Farm Bill today would be reduced by $250,000, both on the
non-farm and the farm income. So you could, as a farmer, have
$500,000 income or $250,000 of non-farm income, and still poten-
tially qualify.

Mr. LATHAM. I am not debating the merits.

Secretary VILSACK. Yes.

Mr. LATHAM. I am just saying the reality is that they are not—
the authorizers are not going to open up the Farm Bill.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, it is a new day here. We are talking
about a lot of things we have never talked about before.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Mr. LATHAM. Yes? I hope so. Well, one thing is, obviously, you
are familiar, in Iowa and across farm country, everybody is very
concerned about what the Environmental Protection Agency—
EPA—is doing, and whether it be the greenhouse gases, particulate
matter, dust, anything, how much do you work with EPA, as far
as trying to get some common sense maybe on some of the regula-
tions? Because production agriculture is going to shut down if, in
fact, some of these ideas are put forth.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I think we have had an impact on some
of the rules that have recently been submitted. The Tailoring Rule
is a good example of some of the impact that we have, in terms of
biomass, and suggesting that they really need to take a look at the
models and study——

Mr. LATHAM. Milk spills.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, and that is another one. And actually,
I think Administrator Jackson has been open and receptive to my
comments. We work with our Agriculture liaison on a regular
basis. He is either in our shop or we are in his shop on a weekly,
if not daily, basis.

We do also facilitate conversations between the commodity
groups, livestock groups, and the EPA administrator, and we are
suggesting, specifically as it relates to the dust issue that you have
raised, that there ought to be an opportunity for farmers to basi-
cally provide some specific input in the form of hearings or some
set of meetings. And I think the administrator is open to that.

And I think she is also willing to go out into farm country and
sit down and visit with folks, so that there is a clear understanding
of what is being proposed. Oftentimes there is a misunderstanding
in listening to some of these conversations. And at times there is
an opportunity for EPA to be educated about what is actually hap-
pening on the farm, and improvements that have already taken
place on the farm that may not have been factored into consider-
ation. So I think there is an openness.

Mr. LATHAM. Well, and I hope so. I mean the belief by a lot of
folks is that you are only going to be able to harvest, like in Iowa,
corn and soybeans after it is wet and soaked, and obviously, you
cannot harvest, because

Secretary VILSACK. I do not think that is going to happen.

Mr. LaTHAM. Well, but that is the way the rules are being—I ap-
preciate it, and I am going to have to leave, Mr. Chairman, so
thank you.

Mr. KiNGSTON. Thank you. Ms. DeLauro.
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FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just a quick update.
If we do have to—and it looks like we will, with an $88 million cut,
in terms of the inspection FSIS—what that would mean in the
chairman’s district in Georgia, that means 15 plants would have to
furlough people. Mr. Latham’s district, 44 plants; Ms. Emerson, 12;
Mr. Aderholt, 32 plants would deal with furloughs of inspectors in
those areas. Mr. Nunnelee, 10 plants; Ms. Lummis, Wyoming, has
no federally-inspected plants, but the state has 22 state-inspected
mSeaéc and poultry plants that receive up to half their funding from
FSIS.

When the funding has been tight in the past, FSIS has cut fund-
ing to states with state-inspected programs. It just gives you a lit-
tle bit of the flavor of what the nature of that cut will mean to all
of us.

IMPORTATION OF PROCESSED POULTRY PRODUCTS

Let me move to the area of animal and plant health inspection
service to APHIS. It was because of APHIS’s concern with avian in-
fluenza outbreaks in the People’s Republic of China—sound famil-
iar, Mr. Secretary?

Secretary VILSACK. Yes, it does.

Ms. DELAURO. That limited the scope of the April 24, 2006 FSIS
rule to permit the importation of processed poultry products, only
if the source of the raw poultry came from either the U.S. or Can-
ada. The APHIS interim rule that was published in January per-
mits certain countries that have experienced outbreaks of avian in-
fluenza in their poultry flocks. China is included on that list to ex-
port poultry products to the U.S. under certain conditions.

Can you tell us why the USDA changed its position from the one
taken in 2006? And I find it very interesting, Mr. Secretary, that
the publication of the interim rule occurred right after the visit of
Chinese President Hu Jintao to Washington.

I don’t know whether that was a coincidence, or some sort of an
understanding that was reached while he was here, that such a
rule would be published. But we are only going back in history to
when the first effort on the processed chicken was articulated by
USDA prior to your time, when it happened just after a visit from
the Chinese president, and when they had agreed to open up their
borders to our beef.

I have a series of other questions on Chinese chicken, but let me
as}lli that. I do not know how much time I will have to get to the
others.

Secretary VILSACK. I will do my best to answer that question,
and make sure that if I do not, we will provide you additional infor-
mation.

Ms. DELAURO. Okay.

Secretary VILSACK. Essentially, you know, as a result of legisla-
tion, we asked the Chinese to update us on precisely what their
rules and regulations were, which they did. We then sent an audit-
ing team to China to take a look at their processing facilities, and
also to have a discussion with them about the opportunity to have
poultry come into the United States from China.
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We have done the audit. We had a set of questions which we sub-
mitted to the Chinese. Until those questions are answered, and
until we complete that auditing process, we are not in a position
to okay and authorize processed poultry from China to come into
the United States.

When that happens, the only poultry that will be allowed to come
into the United States that is processed in China is poultry that
comes from approved facilities. In other words, the United
States

Ms. DELAURO. I understand.

Secretary VILSACK. Okay.

Ms. DELAURO. Yes, I understand.

Secretary VILSACK. In terms of poultry coming from China that
is raised in China, we felt that there was a need for a rule, for op-
portunity for comment, and that is quite a ways down the road be-
fore that gets done. And that is the process we are following.

So, today there is nothing coming in. We believe at some point
in the near future, perhaps processed poultry from China that is
from a source that is an approved source—not Chinese, but an ap-
proved source—may come in pursuant to the agreement that we
reached, based on all the processes that they have gone through.
If they want poultry that is slaughtered in China to come into the
United States, they are going to have to go through a much more
elaborate process.

Ms. DELAURO. Well, but it says here in your letter, which was
to Mr. Farr in February, “Furthermore, if China adequately re-
sponds to any potential issues in the slaughter order, the next step
would be—publish the proposed rule—proposing to add China to
the list of countries eligible to export slaughtered poultry”——

Secretary VILSACK. Right.

Ms. DELAURO [continuing]. “To the United States.”

Secretary VILSACK. Right.

Ms. DELAURO. That sounds like it is not as far away as you sug-
gest.

Secretary VILSACK. Well

Ms. DELAURO. My time is going to be up in a second. I will come
around, because as I say, I have an additional set of questions with
regard to——

Secretary VILSACK. Two steps, one that could happen soon, based
on facilities that have been approved.

Ms. DELAURO. That is processing.

Secretary VILSACK. Right.

Ms. DELAURO. Right.

Secretary VILSACK. That have been approved already. And, two,
at some point in time in the future, assuming that China can com-
ply with our rules and regulations and laws concerning equiva-
lency, at that point they would be authorized.

Now, whether they can or not, we do not know, because we have
not gone down that road yet.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I hope there will be another
round. Okay? Thank you.

Mr. KINGSTON. There will be. The chair welcomes Ms. Lummis,
another new member to the Committee. Welcome.

Ms. Lummis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Hi, Mr. Secretary.
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CODEX

My first question is something I am just learning about myself,
and it is about something called Codex, which is a UN-based inter-
national commission that sets science-based standards for food
safety. And I understand USDA is our nation’s interface with
Codex.

There seems to be a problem in that there are efforts to change
certain standards within Codex from science-based to non-science-
based in a way that could interfere with U.S. exports to foreign
countries. And so, my question is this. Because Codex is important
for })J.S. ag trade, is the USDA increasing its focus on Codex activi-
ties?

Secretary VILSACK. I would say that we have remained focused
on Codex activities, and in advocating consistently a science-based
and rules-based system. In fact, we are in the process now of trying
to get Codex to approve changes which we think are, indeed,
science-based, for which there is resistance in other parts of the
globe. But our approach has always been to emphatically support
a science-based system.

Ms. LuMmMmis. And do you coordinate that with the U.S. Trade
Rep?

Secretary VILSACK. Yes.

Ms. Lummis. Okay. Does the USDA work with Codex to try and
make sure that they are continuing to focus on science-based
standards, as opposed to going off on some of these non-science-
based tangents?

Secretary VILSACK. Absolutely. I mean we are very consistent
about that, both in our multi-lateral conversations and our bilat-
eral conversations. It basically is sort of the governing principle of
our discussions on barriers and trade—phytosanitary standards.

SNAP CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY

Ms. Lumwmis. Thank you very much. My next question is about
SNAP and the budget, as it relates to SNAP. I know SNAP ac-
counts for a big portion of the Ag’s budget growth. And part of
what seems to have expanded SNAP is these broad-based, categor-
ical eligibilities that are allowed. So even people who qualify for
TANF but do not qualify for SNAP, separate and apart from TANF,
can receive SNAP benefits.

And we also know, of course, that the number of Americans re-
ceiving SNAP has grown by more than 12 million in the last 24
months.

Do you know what portion of SNAP growth is the result of these
categorical eligibilities versus just in increase in regular SNAP par-
ticipants?

Secretary VILSACK. I think the primary reason why we have seen
a SNAP increase is that, as people lose their jobs or are having to
work part-time jobs or less, fewer hours, they qualify.

The reason why categorical eligibility is important is because—
the chairman and I just had a conversation about error rates. One
of the strategies for dealing with error rates is 40 percent of the
errors are actually people that should be qualified for SNAP that
aren’t, 60 percent are folks who are qualified who shouldn’t be. And
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so, categorical eligibility makes it a little bit easier to make sure
that we are not making as many mistakes as we have made in the
past. So that is number one.

Number two, it is an administrative efficiency. You know, a lot
of states with strapped budgets are cutting back on their personnel
that are administering the SNAP program. So this is a way of mak-
ing sure that we do not have people, lots of people, falling through
the cracks who need SNAP.

CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Ms. Lummis. Okay. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. My next question is
about the CR that the House passed two weeks ago. Have you had
a chance to review it—because we had about five billion in cuts in
that CR—and compare it to what you are recommending in your
budget, to see if there is any points of agreement or overlap be-
tween what was cut in the CR and what you are recommending?

Secretary VILSACK. I want to make sure that I understand what
you are asking me, because I get confused. Are we talking about
the proposal that was recently announced that would extend things
for two weeks to give you time to—or are you talking about the bill
that passed the House?

Ms. LummMis. I am talking about the bill that passed the House.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, yes. Well, there are substantial reduc-
tions. We had a conversation earlier today about the impact on
FSIS and food inspection, and I think, you know, the reason we
had that discussion is because, in that area of the budget, it is pri-
marily personnel.

So, if you reduce that budget by a significant amount, and you
ask that it be managed in a short period of time, the only way you
manage it is by dealing with personnel. And the only way you can
deal with it in a short period of time is through furloughs or layoffs
which, in that area, shuts down plants.

Ms. Lummis. Mr. Chairman, my actual question is areas of
agreement. Have you seen any areas where you can agree with the
cuts that were in the CR that passed the week before last?

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentlewoman will yield, since your time has
expired, we will have another round. I think it is a great question,
if you can hang out and ask it.

Ms. Lummis. You bet. Thanks.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. Mr. Bishop.

GOVERNMENT SHUT DOWN

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Along the
same lines, the buzz word the last few weeks has been “shut
down.” And as the tensions continue to rise with the House, the
Senate, and the White House on reaching an agreement for the
rest of the fiscal year before one expires a few days from now, can
you kind of tell us what a shut-down—and God forbid that we have
1it—will actually look like?

I know that the President indicated that he had instructed all of
the agencies to make plans so that there would be a plan in place,
should there be a shut-down. But thinking back to 1995/1996, there
were over a million federal workers that were sent home during
the series of shut-downs then, and major work furloughs happened
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at the Department of Education, Veterans Affairs, Housing, Social
Security, and Agriculture.

So, short-term or long-term government shut-downs would affect
your department’s programs, particularly those administered by
FSA, RUS, and the broadband program, as well as rural develop-
ment. How do you plan to communicate that to constituents? What
is your plan for it? What will it look like? How do you determine
what is essential?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, first of all, part of our challenge is that,
in 1995, the Agriculture budget had already been approved. And so,
our history, in terms of the 1995/1996 time period, is a little bit dif-
ferent than some of the other departments.

Having said that, it obviously—we start with a proposition that
you all are going to get this worked out. And that is our hope, that
is our belief, and we hope we are right about that. At the same
time, we recognize

Mr. BisHoP. We do, too.

Secretary VILSACK. We recognize that you have to be prepared,
as Representative DeLauro indicated. You have got to be prepared.
And so, we have gone through that process of taking a look at how
this would impact our work. And, frankly, the polestar for this is
the Antideficiency Act. I mean it essentially tells you what you
have got to do. You have got to make sure that you are focused on
protection of people. And we will obviously do that. And that is

Mr. BisHOP. People, meaning your customers, or people, meaning
your personnel? Or both?

Secretary VILSACK. People, meaning people who could be hurt if
things do not get worked out. You know, for example, in the food
safety area, that would be something we would probably take a
very long, hard, close look at.

At the same time, there are strange things that could occur. For
example, we have a lot of research facilities that are using animals
in their research. And the question is, do they become emergency
personnel, that they stay on the job to feed the animals or not? And
we are in the process, obviously, of working through all those kinds
of questions and decisions that would have to be made, and to do
it in a way that is also consistent with collective bargaining ar-
rangements and arrangements to make sure that the work force is
fully informed and engaged.

So, we go through that process. And obviously, the time period
that is involved, you know, complicates it or simplifies it, depend-
ing upon how long or short the stoppage would be. But, you know,
it is fair to say that if there is a stoppage, there are certain loan
programs. The question would be whether or not you would have
somebody on board to collect payments so you would avoid defaults
and foreclosures. These are the kinds of questions that we are ask-
ing ourselves right now.

H—2A GUEST WORKER PROGRAM

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I had an opportunity re-
cently to meet with a group of southeastern fruit and vegetable
growers. And the major issue that they had was among their list
of concerns—and they had a list of them—is the management of
the H-2A guest worker program.
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New regulations were instituted, including an adverse effect
wage rate, which they say could cost them millions of dollars in in-
flated wage rates over the prevailing wages, particularly in Georgia
and Florida. And they have indicated that they would have to con-
sider moving to production offshore or not participating in the H-
2A program.

We tried last year—and I was a part of a Georgia delegation urg-
ing the Department of Labor to take into consideration the impact
of these regulations on our producers. We did not get very far.

Can you help us, offer some guidance on how we can get a better
handle on the situation, particularly with the need for farm labor?

Mr. KINGSTON. In 10 seconds, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary VILSACK. Honestly, you need comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. That is the answer. You need comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. If you are serious about farm labor—and you should
be—when you realize how much of our fruit is picked and proc-
essed by immigrant hands, you really ought to have a comprehen-
sive immigration proposal that, once and for all, solves these prob-
lems. Otherwise, you are going to continue to have situations like
this.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you. That was 10 seconds.

BROADBAND PROGRAM

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Secretary, one of the questions that I have—
and you may remember; I know Ms. DeLauro remembers—that in
terms of the rural broadband, I had a lot of questions when that
was proposed in 2009.

Now, the Federal Communications Commission—FCC—is pro-
posing another $1 billion program for rural broadband, which I
know is not under your purview, but you know, there is overlap.
And one of the questions that I have is how much are you guys
talking, in terms of the USDA program and their program?

There has been some concern about coordination and some of this
stuff that Mr. Bishop kind of alluded to earlier. But if the FCC gets
another $1 billion, how is that going to work, in your view? Be-
cause the inspector general said there were significant problems al-
ready in the USDA program.

Secretary VILSACK. You mean in the past?

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes.

Secretary VILSACK. Okay. Well, we are, obviously, providing
input to the FCC as they put together their proposal. We also work
with the Commerce Department when they established the recent
map that was provided, basically shows where the gaps are.

As much as we did, and as much as we have done, there are still
significant parts of the country that do not have access to high-
speed Internet and, for that matter, to much advanced technology
at all. And until we get to the President’s goal of 85 percent of our
rural areas being helped and assisted with rural broadband and
appropriate telecommunications facilities, you know, we are going
to continue to promote this, and try to find the resources.

Within our budget we have got carryover that we intend to use
in 2012, because we focused on getting the Recovery Act money out
the door, which we did. We are focused on making sure those
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projects get completed, and then using the loan guarantee pro-
gram—the loan programs that we have under the Farm Bill.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I would just suggest that if we are talking
all the doom and gloom, potentially, of closing down meat and poul-
try plants, that maybe the FCC should not be borrowing another
$1 Dbillion—which it 1is, borrowed money—to extend rural
broadband. Maybe that could wait a while and come behind——

Secretary VILSACK. Here is the trick, though.

Mr. KINGSTON. And I know that is a different agency.

Secretary VILSACK. Here is the trick, though, that we have to—
we, collectively—have to figure out.

You cannot simply control deficits and get the deficit and the
debt down by simply cutting spending. You also have to grow the
economy. So, at the same time you are looking at appropriate re-
ductions or tough questions and choices that you have got to make,
you also have to invest in the future, so that you can grow the
economy, so that it can help you grow yourself out of the deficit cir-
cumstance.

And I think one tool for growing, particularly in rural America,
is expansion of broadband. It helps small businesses expand their
markets, allows them to have input costs that are less expensive.
It enables farmers and ranchers to have real-time information so
they can make more informed decisions about their operations, and
it creates real distance learning and telemedicine opportunities to
improve quality of life that, in turn, allows you to promote eco-
nomic development.

So, I think you have got to—there is a balance here. And, as the
President said, it’s a shared sacrifice. But also, the other part of
it is shared opportunity. And you have got to balance the two.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, we did have, what, $7 billion in the stim-
ulus program for it, and now it’s another billion? It was three and
three, three-and-a-half, three-and-a-half.

Secretary VILSACK. I do not know what it cost in 2011 dollars to
put the Rural Utility Service into place in rural America when it
was in the 1930s and 1940s, but I imagine it was a fairly signifi-
cant—this is a very large amount of money that is going to be re-
quired over a long period of time to get the job done right.

We still have a lot of places in America that just do not have
this. And as long as they do not have it, they are going to be sec-
ond-class citizens, in terms of economic opportunity.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I think we all have, in terms of priority, the
concern about meat and poultry inspection. It would be, to me, a
lot more urgent than broadband at this point, after spending this
$7 billion.

And I also get concerned about the crony capitalism that seems
to take place in this town of big businesses who can always cut a
deal and always get theirs and, you know, you look at the Demo-
crat National Convention or the Republican National Convention,
it is the same sponsors hosting all the events. And I just wonder
if this is not something where big businesses figured out, “Hey, we
can make a buck on this,” and I get concerned about it.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, a lot of the folks—I cannot speak about
urban and suburban areas, but a lot of folks who are getting the
benefit of these resources are relatively small operations in rural
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areas. And, in some cases, they are small telecommunications com-
panies.

You know my state, for example, has got 150 small telephone
companies, and I know several of them received grants to basically
expand broadband. So I am not sure that in rural America, that
it is necessarily all large operations that get the benefit of this.

Mr. KINGSTON. And my time has expired. We will discuss this
some more, I guess, in time. And Ms. Kaptur.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, Mr. Secretary,
and officials from USDA.

FARM PAYMENTS

Mr. Secretary, on page four of your testimony, you make a pass-
ing reference to mandatory targeted farm payments. I am won-
dering if your budget officer might know how much the United
States, on the mandatory side, pays out, let’s say, in fiscal year
2011, in mandatory payments to indirect subsidies to farmers
across this country. Do you happen to have that number?

Secretary VILSACK. I think I am going to take a stab at that, and
Joe Glauber can correct me, or Mike can correct me if I am wrong.

I think we are projecting this year somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of $10 billion, and last year it was somewhere in the neigh-
borhood of $12 billion. And the reason why it is different is that
we do not anticipate counter-cyclical or loan deficiency payments
because of the high commodity prices.

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, and I noticed you also reference that there is
a trade surplus in agriculture, which means we are exporting more
than we are importing.

Do you have any idea what the largest payment in America is,
how much it is, and where it goes? Which state? Which producer?
Do you keep those records?

Secretary VILSACK. I am sure we probably have something
along—-certainly on the state level. But I do not know, I cannot tell
you today where the largest amount of the payments go.

Ms. KAPTUR. Would any of your staff have any enlightenment
they could provide on that point?

Secretary VILSACK. We can certainly get it to you.

[The information follows:]

The following table provides payment information for the top 10 recipients in fis-
cal year 2010. It should be noted that payments to entities may exceed relevant pay-

ment caps provided that the payments to the individuals who comprise the entity
do not exceed the payment caps.

State County Name Program Amount

Kansas ......... Butler ... Mid America Title Company Inc ~ Grasslands Reserve Program ...........cccccovevernnee $1,074,212
Colorado ....... Bent ... Bison Title Company . Grasslands Reserve Program 958,346
Texas ... Angelina  CPT Log Co LLC ... Biomass Crop Assistance Program 894,915
Michigan ....... Ottawa .. Boersen Farms Grain . Supplemental Revenue Assistance Program ..... 700,000
Wisconsin ... Portage Potter Living Trust Grasslands Reserve Program ...........ccoccoeevvneee. 683,578
Pennsylvania  Juniata .. Fogleman, Ned A. ........ccccovvvnnee Grasslands Reserve Program ... 639,769
Louisiana ...... Tensas .. Balmoral Farming Partnership 2009 Direct Payments 614,388
lllinois Edgar ... Moody Farms Partnership Supplemental Revenue Assistance Program ..... 612,547
Ohio ... Logan ... Heintz Farms Enterprise Supplemental Revenue Assistance Program ..... 600,000
Indiana Johnson Bright & Kemper Farms Supplemental Revenue Assistance Program ... 597,733
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COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

Ms. KaPTUR. All right. I would appreciate that very much, be-
cause I have to say that I am very, very concerned about the cuts
this year in the Commodity Supplemental Food Program, which are
proposed for this fiscal year now at $20 million.

We are spending billions in farm subsidy payments. I would like
to know where they are going. They are on the mandatory side. We
cannot get at them in this subcommittee. And yet, I come from a
state where 20,000 very low-income people are going to be cut off
of their—I may have that figure wrong, I think it is 4,000—4,000
in just my state of Ohio, and I think nationally it is 20,000. I may
have the national number incorrect. But in any case, there will be
4,000 cuts in my state of Ohio.

And one of these people is going to be a lady named Kitty in
Lima, Ohio. And I just want to read this into the record. She is a
diabetic. She is living on social security. She gets $580 a month on
her social security. And she spends $250 of that on medicine. And
she worked, she thought her social security would be enough, but
it is not. But the food box gives her a chance, when she gets it, to
pay for her medicine and to help her make ends meet.

And there are 20,463 Ohioans who rely on that $30 box of food.
And T just look out there and I say, “At this point in our country,
why do we have to cut the Commodity Supplemental Food Pro-
gram? How many jobs does that create, when we cut the Com-
modity Supplemental Food Program? How does that create one job
in America?”

Secretary VILSACK. I may be confused. I'm not sure that we, in
our budget, were proposing that. Are you talking about the current
bill that passed the House?

Ms. KAPTUR. Right.

Secretary VILSACK. Oh, okay.

Ms. KAPTUR. Right. The bill that passed the House cut $20 mil-
lion in the Commodity Supplemental Food Program.

Secretary VILSACK. Well

Ms. KAPTUR. And in my district alone, 4,000 people are going to
be impacted by that. And my question for 2012, what are you pro-
posing for CSFP? But, you know, I am just befuddled that these big
payments go out——

Secretary VILSACK. We are

Ms. KAPTUR [continuing]. And I have a hunch it is hundreds of
millions of dollars——

Secretary VILSACK. We are proposing an increase.

Ms. KAPTUR. Oh, that is good news. But what are you doing this
year for those places where—can you do anything to make us
whole, as these proposed cuts on CSFP are implemented at the
state levels?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, right now we are trying to manage a
very difficult circumstance, because we do not really know the di-
rection of the 2011 budget. We are trying to manage it within the
2010 guidelines, which may or may not be appropriate, depending
upon the mission area and depending upon what you and Congress
ultimately decide to do.
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Ms. KAPTUR. Right. Well, I hope my colleagues on this sub-
committee will help me out, because what is going on here is really
wrong, and it hurts real people, and it hurts—we have got them
on a list, and we have got them lined up for food.

COMMUNITY GARDENS

And that gets to my next question, Mr. Secretary. You have been
a real leader of this, and many of your associates, but I am inter-
ested in helping the people who live in the poorest places get food.
Maybe not only through government food programs, but by raising
their own food. And what has happened—this is not a new story
to many of your associates—we are approaching spring now. I am
wondering what USDA can do to help us produce food in those
areas where we have high unemployment and poverty.

I can tell you we hit 120 community gardens last year in our
community. And in the areas that are the poorest, the seniors come
and pick them to the ground. They pick them to the ground in the
heart of the city. Now we need seed, we need technology, and we
need training.

I just got back from Israel. I saw the most incredible little solar
house that they created there, and I know what people in my com-
munity are doing, raising 2,300 tilapia, just in one pond that can
go to needy people—excuse me, Mr. Chairman, I am just going to
take a couple of extra seconds here—what can USDA do to help us
with the technology to meet the need where it really exists, and get
}hosg who are unemployed involved in production of their own

00d?

Secretary VILSACK. Ten seconds.

Mr. KINGSTON. Ten seconds. You have done well with 10 seconds.

Secretary VILSACK. Just one program—there are many, but one
program—USDA just recently awarded three-quarters of a million
dollars to Ohio State University to work with beginning farmers
and ranchers to develop small farming projects which would sup-
port the Cleveland Urban Agriculture Incubator Pilot Program to
work and combine folks with opportunities in the city to be able to
essentially use urban farming opportunities.

So that is one, but there are a number, and we would be happy
to provide you other lists of items that we have got.

[The information follows:]
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URBAN AGRICULTURE PROGRAMS

Community Food Projects Competitive Grant Program: Grant program to
increase the self-reliance of low-income individuals and communities in
providing for the food needs of the communities; promote comprehensive
responses to local food, farm, and nutrition issues; and meet specific
State, local or neighborhoed food and agricultural needs including needs
relating to infrastructure improvement and development, planning for long-
term solutions, or the creation of innovative marketing activities that
mutually benefit agricultural producers and low-income consumers.

Hunger Free Communities Grants: Works to identify new strategies or
combinations of strategies that support the creation of Hunger-Free
Communities by helping fund research, planning, and hunger relief
activities including but not limited to: food distribution, community
outreach, initiatives that improve access to food, and the development of
new resources and strategies to reduce or prevent hunger and food
insecurity. The 2008 Farm Bill explicitly identifies community gardens
under the use of funds for the Collaborative Grants.

Urban and Community Forestry Program: Through its State and local partners,
provides financial, technical and educational assistance to cities, suburbs
and towns, to improve the health of our urban and community forests for the
benefit of all. The program has unigue and broad authorities to support
urban tree planting, including urban orchard and urban agroforestry
projects.

Business and Industry Local Food Loans: Loans or loan guarantees made to
establish and facilitate enterprises in rural and urban areas that process,
distribute, aggregate, store, and market locally or regionally produced
agricultural food products to support community development and farm and
ranch income.

Value-Added Producer Grant Program: The purpose of the program is to make
grants to eligible producers of agricultural commodities to enter into or
expand value added activities including the development of feasibility
studies, business plans and marketing strategies.

Farmers Market Promotion Program: Provides grants targeted to help
improve/expand domestic farmers’ markets, roadside stands, community-
supported agriculture programs, agri-tourism activities, and other direct
producer~to-congumer market opportunities.

Specialty Crop Block Grant Program: Provides funds to States for projects
that enhance the competitiveness of specialty crops. States have supported
projects with funds provided by USDA, including establishing/developing
urban community gardens and urban agriculture education and promotion.

wholesale, Farmers, and Alternative Market Development Program: The
program works to increase overall food marketing efficiency, thereby
lowering the cost of marketing food through technical assistance to States
and municipalities interested in creating or upgrading markets and
marketing facilities.

Healthy Urban Food Enterprise Development Center {(HUFED): The HUFED Center
program serves to redevelop a food enterprise structure in the United
States in order to make more healthy, affordable food available in low-
income areas, to improve access for small and mid-sized agricultural
producers, and to promote positive economic activities generated from
attracting healthy food enterprises into underserved communities. The
Wallace Center at Winrock International was selected to run the Healthy
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Urban Food Enterprise Development Center for three years and provides sub-
grants and technical assistance through the Center.

Cooperative Extension: The Cooperative Extension System is a nationwide,
non-credit educational network. Each U.S. state and territory has a state
office at its land-grant university and a network of local or regional
offices. These offices are staffed by one or more experts who provide
useful, practical, and research-based information to agricultural
producers, small business owners, youth, consumers, and others in
communities of all sizes.

People’s Garden School Pilot Program: Awards grants to public schools and
nonprofit entities for projects to develop, run and evaluate community
gardens at high poverty schools as part of a pllot project. The pilot
program can only fund new gardens, not existing ones.

The Specialty Crops Research Initiative: A specialty crop research and
extension initjiative to address the critical needs of the specialty crop
industry by developing and disseminating science-based tools to address
needs of specific crops and their regions.

The Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) Program: The
mission of the SARE program is to advance sustainable innovations to the
whole of American agriculture. Since it began in 1988, SARE has funded more
than 4,000 sustainable agriculture research, education and professional
development projects across the country. Sharing project results is a
cornerstone of the SARE program, with field days, workshops and conferences
in every region; and an Outreach office producing an ever-growing library
of books, bulletins, online resources as well as a vast archive of know-
your-farmer profiles of SARE grantees. SARE is uniquely grassroots,
administered by four regional offices guided by administrative councils of
local experts. While every region offers Research and Education,
Professional Development, Farmer/Rancher Research grants, some regions also
offer Graduate Student, Sustainable Community Innovation, and Planning
grants.

Appropriate Technology Transfer for Rural Areas (ATTRA): ATTRA, also
called the National Sustainable Agriculture Information Service, provides
sustainable agriculture information to those engaged in or serving
commercial agriculture, such as farmers, ranchers, extension agents, farm
organizations, and farm-based businesses. Clients can call in requests on
a toll-free telephone line, visit the website that features publications,
breaking sustainable agriculture news, and funding opportunities, and learn
about relevant workshops and web-based presentations. Urban and Community
Agriculture ATTRA page:

Resource Conservation & Development Program (RC&D): The purpose of the
program is to accelerate the conservation, development and utilization of
natural resources, improve the general level of economic activity, and to
enhance the environment and standard of living in designated RC&D areas.
Current program objectives focus on improvement of quality of life achieved
through natural resources conservation and community development which
leads to sustainable communities, prudent use {development), and the
management and conservation of natural resources.

Conservation Technical Assistance: The Conservation Technical Assistance
(CTA) Program provides the knowledge and conservation tools needed by
agricultural producers and other people to conserve, maintain, and improve
the natural resources on the lands that they manage. Through the CTA
Program, NRCS helps land managers improve the long term sustainability of
all lands, including cropland, forestland, grazing lands, coastal lands,
and developed or developing lands; and facilitate changes in land use as
needed for natural resource protection and sustainability.
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Small Business Innovation Research Program: The Small Business Innovation
Research program is a three-phase award system which provides qualified
small businesses with opportunities to propose innovative ideas that meet
specific research and development needs of the Federal government.

Agriculture and Food Research Initiative (AFRI): The purpose of AFRI is to
support research, education, and extension as well integrated programs by
awarding grants that address key problems of national, regional, and multi-
state importance in sustaining all components of agriculture, including
farm efficiency and profitability, ranching, renewable energy, forestry
(both urban and agroforestry), aquaculture, rural communities and
entrepreneurship, human nutrition, food safety, biotechnology, and
conventional breeding.

National Agricultural Library (NAL): NAL maintains the following websites
that provide information concerning alternative farming systems:

o Community Gardening:
http://afsic.nal.usda.gov/nal display/index.php?info center=2&tax level=
2&tax subiect=301&topic id=1444

o Urban Agriculture:
http://afsic.nal.usda.gov/nal display/index.php?info _center=2&tax level=
2&tax subject=301&levell id=0&leveld id=0&levelb id=0&topic 1d=2719&&pla
cement default=0

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP): SNAP provides low-
income households with electronic benefits they can use like cash at most
grocery stores. SNAP recipients can also use their benefits to purchase
seeds and plants which produce food for the household to eat. Purchases
need to be made from authorized retailers.
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Ms. KaPTUR. Thank you. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Ms. Kaptur. Ms. Lummis?

Ms. Lummis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I would follow up
with the gentlelady who just spoke by adding that government is
not the only answer to these problems. Meals on Wheels works,
food banks work, churches work, United Way works, Rotary clubs
work, cattlemen and cattlewomen’s associations and other farm
commodity groups work to help alleviate these needs and meet
these needs.

And you know, I do think that we have to consider all of the
available resources, not just government resources, when we are
looking at the tremendous needs out there. I acknowledge there are
needs. But there are other providers, other than the Federal Gov-
ernment. And at a time when we are broke, I think it is important
that we remember that the Federal Government is not the only an-
svsier to these problems, albeit the Federal Government plays a
role.

CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. Secretary, I would like to go back to the question that I had
earlier, and that is, at a time when the Federal Government is
broke, and we have to cut spending—now, maybe you do not agree
with that premise, but that is the premise that is operating in my
head—you saw the CR that passed the House of Representatives.
Obviously, it has not passed the Senate. The President has said he
is going to veto it.

But I wonder, after having seen the collective thinking of the
House of Representatives two weeks ago, and seeing some of the
cuts that were proposed to agriculture, which amounted to roughly
$5 billion for the remainder of this fiscal year, are there any areas
where we agree?

Secretary VILSACK. That is a difficult question to answer, and
here is why. Because, you know, on the one hand, if you are ask-
ing—are you in agreement with any of the cuts that we have spe-
cifically proposed, that is one question.

Are you asking me if you reduce community facility grants by
$13 million, you know, does that—is that okay, can you live with
the rest of whatever is left in the community facility grant pro-
gram, and is that going to be allowed to continue?

Here is what I would say. I cannot give you a specific answer
today, in terms of specifics, because we really—we just analyzed
what the reaction and the impact would be on the cuts.

But what I can say is, give us time to manage. When you say
$5 billion, that does not sound like a lot of money in the scheme
of things, but when you squeeze it into a four, five, six-month pe-
riod, it is a large cut. And, depending upon what mission area you
are cutting, if you are cutting FSIS, all you can do is personnel.
There is just not much else you can do, and you do not have
enough time to do, in a thoughtful way, in using supervisory-to-em-
ployee ratio control or attrition, substituting people at a lower pay
scale for a higher pay scale, you do not give us time to do that.

If you are talking about reducing commitments to rural develop-
ment, then I would simply say, well, you have got to be careful
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about that—back to my comments to the chairman—because you
are basically compromising our capacity to invest in the future, and
to be able to grow our way, in addition to cutting our way, out of
this difficulty.

Honestly, we did not get into this circumstance overnight. And,
candidly, we are not going to get out of it overnight. Give us time
to manage. Give us time to manage. I think that is why the Presi-
dent proposed this freeze over a period of five years; it gives us
time to manage. It gives me sort of a playing field. I know I am
not going to get any more money, I am not going to get any less.
I am going to have to figure out for the next couple of years how
to live within that budget. I can plan, I can make a long-term strat-
egy.

I cannot do that in four or five months. It is very difficult. So,
you just basically take a meat axe to things, and you do what the
Congress directs you to do. And I guarantee you, people are going
to get hurt. I do not know how many people, I do not know in what
category, because it ultimately depends on what that bill ulti-
mately looks like.

Ms. Lummis. Well, and Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your answer,
but I would also suggest that when the country is broke, freezing
at the highest level that spending has ever been is not the answer.
And I yield back.

Secretary VILSACK. Can I just—10 seconds? I think it is fair to
point out what the President pointed out to the governors yester-
day, that if you were to do that, discretionary spending would be
at its lowest level, as a percentage of the gross domestic product,
since Dwight Eisenhower was President.

So, I mean, there are—this is a real proposal. It is not trying to
window-dress, but it is trying to give people time to manage appro-
priately.

Ms. LummMis. And, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that in real
and nominal dollars, not worried about GDP and percentage of
GDP, we are at the highest levels we have ever been. Thank you.
I yield back.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Farr.

INVESTMENT IN RURAL AMERICA

Mr. FARR. I would just like to comment. I do not think it is about
that. I think it is about investment. If you look at the mortgage we
are all carrying, we are broke. You cannot pay that off by the end
of the year. If somebody told you you had to pay it off, you would
go nuts. But if they said, “Do you have a plan to pay it off over
the next 30 years, a monthly payment,” we all agree then. We are
not panicked about our mortgage. It is the biggest damn debt we
have. What is missing here is a plan to pay off the debt. And it
cannot just be done by cut, squeeze, and trim.

Mr.—well, Secretary—I would hope—and I think this discussion
is really appropriate—we need you as a champion for rural Amer-
ica. I mean all the questions Mr. Kingston, Ms. Kaptur, Ms. Lum-
mis has been asking, essentially, is what are these cuts, and what
is the effect, and yet there is no kind of, I think, strong enough
statement yet by you by—that we really need to shift our priorities
in America within the Department of Agriculture.
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I mean the Department of Agriculture was created by Abraham
Lincoln. And if you look at America, it was built by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. What did we do? We gave away land. We
made people go West. And if you went West, we would give you
land. We built the railroads by giving them land. We built the in-
frastructure, we paid for the roads, public paid for that. We paid
f(})lr the rural communications system. The government paid for
that.

I mean, infrastructure of rural America has always been under-
written by government. And it seems to me that the issue here is
that we are going to have—rural America, where our food and fiber
comes from, we are going to have to think modernly. And to think
modernly, it is going to be shifting priorities.

And I would hope that you come in with a farm bill and radically
suggest that we drop a lot of these welfare payments to farmers,
and invest in where people are really working, what is necessary
to, you know, build a stronger rural—competitive. And, yes, you
can bring in the service clubs and help. But they all assist in a
partnership, they cannot do it by themselves.

ORGANIC RESEARCH

But I want to just—one of the things I want to ask you about
is that, with Kathleen Merrigan here—and that was one of the best
appointments you ever made, because I represent a lot of organic
growers, and certainly she is the national—the queen of organics,
if that is a—but what I am concerned about is that I do not see
any emphasis here to sort of bring organics up. It is the fastest-
growing industry out there, and it is in the research area that I
am really concerned, that we need to make sure that there is par-
ity.

It should be part of your rural strategy. We have got a lot of—
organic can be a lot smaller farmer. You may not be producing
product year-round, but you can get into market. And I am won-
dering what you can do. It is going to be a farm bill issue, but can
we look forward to bringing in and bringing up the research for or-
ganic to that, at least equivalent to what is going on in traditional
agriculture?

Secretary VILSACK. Representative, I think I can say this with
some degree of confidence, that no administration has done more
for organic agriculture than this administration, whether it is re-
search, whether it is specialty block grants, whether it is market
news, whether it is enforcing the standards, whether it is export
equivalency agreements with Canada, and working on one with Eu-
rope to expand exports, whether it is beginning an appropriate dia-
logue and conversation about the need for organic and conventional
and genetically engineered agriculture to basically live in the same
neighborhood together, whether it is using additional resources
from the conservation programs under the Environmental Quality
Incentives Program—EQIP—there has been a substantial amount
of work done in this space, and there will continue to be a substan-
tial amount of work done in this space.

It is part of the strategy. It is part of our strategy to grow rural
America. It is part of the regional and local food initiative that is
part of a five-pronged strategy for rebuilding rural America that in-
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cludes broadband, conservation, biofuels, export opportunities, and
local and regional food systems.

Mr. FARR. Well, I appreciate it. I would look forward to seeing
how much of that you are going to be advocating for.

I want to just point out that Napa County has recently created
a Food Council, made up of all school folks and farm bureaus and
all, and they are really looking at how do you grow the nutritional
food in our country and serve it in our county, get it into all the
institutions, so that all the political and civic actors in that county
sit on this council. It is a very exciting one, and reports directly to
the ag commissioner—every county in California has an ag com-
missioner—and also respectively to the county board of supervisors.
And maybe we ought to be thinking about creating these councils
all over the country.

Secretary VILSACK. We are, and it is part of—food councils are
being established all over the place. In fact, I was the first governor
in the country to establish a state food policy council.

Mr. FARR. Well, good for——

Secretary VILSACK. So we are very familiar with that. And I
think we have sacrificed substantially for California by giving up
my chief of staff to be your new Secretary of Agriculture. It is the
least we could do.

Mr. FARR. And when she calls back, I hope you will just say yes
to everything she asks for.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, that may be a problem.

Mr. FARR. I have another question in the next round.

FARM BILL

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Secretary, I want to follow up on Mr. Latham
and Ms. Kaptur’s comments about the farm programs, and invite
you to send us a letter to the Committee on some of the things that
you think we could look at without waiting for the farm bill. As Mr.
Latham discussed, you know, it is very hard to open that up. But
I also think, as a practical reality, as you have said, we might not
want to wait on those things.

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM

I would also ask you to include comments on the CRP, because
that, as I understand, is now 32 million acres, I think, very over-
subscribed. The land was supposed to be highly erodible, and I do
not believe a lot of it is highly erodible. I think it is paying farmers
not to farm in many cases. I understand the cost may be as high
as 50 percent of the crop programs, but it is only 10 percent of the
acreage. Not sure about that, but I just think that that is one we
should look at.

And I also do not think that there is an adjusted gross income
issue on that, but maybe there should be. Because I know a lot of
people who own land, who are not farmers, who are participating
in CRP, who are getting that monthly check for their land.

And so, you do not have to respond right now, but if you would,
I would love to——

Secretary VILSACK. Can——

Mr. KINGSTON. Go ahead.
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Secretary VILSACK. I just want to respond to one aspect of your
comment, and that is the notion that CRP is over-subscribed, in
terms of productive land, and so forth, and not focused on environ-
mentally-sensitive land. Actually, I think we are seeing much more
focus on environmentally-sensitive land. Because crop prices are as
high as they are, folks are going to take that more productive land
and put it into crop production. That allows us to use a scoring sys-
tem that really does focus on environmentally-sensitive lands.

I can tell you that eight billion tons of sediment has been pre-
vented, as a result of CRP, going into our roads and streams, which
makes it a lot less expensive to take care of water quality. I can
tell you that there are tremendous habitat increases as a result of
CRP, which encourages more outdoor recreation, and it is part of
the American great outdoors. We know that this is a multiple hun-
dred billion dollar industry that we can tap into.

So, you know, I think we have to take a look at CRP, as you have
suggested. But I do think we are focusing on where it needs to be
focused. But if you have incidences where that is not the case, I
am certainly——

Mr. KINGSTON. I have concerns about it, and I will say this. They
are my constituents a lot more than maybe some other people on
this panel. But I just think that in the spirit of putting things on
the table, that should also be on the table to take a look at.

Secretary VILSACK. We have a wonderful program

Mr. KINGSTON. And I am not totally attacking it, either. I am
just saying I have got some concerns. We should look at it.

Secretary VILSACK. We have got a wonderful program, of longleaf
pine that is part of the CRP program that we are excited about,
which is obviously your area.

[The information follows:]
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The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) works. It has reduced soil erosion by 8 billion
tons since its inception 25 years ago and has been credited with preventing a return of the
Dust Bowl. In addition to reducing soil erosion, CRP benefits water quality by
preventing runoff of nitrogen by 600 million pounds per year and phosphorus by 100
million pounds per year.

CRP has resulted in noteworthy wildlife benefits. It has increased duck production in the
Prairie Pothole National Priority Area by 2 million birds per year and doubled pheasant
populations in many areas of the country. CRP has increased populations of non-game
grassland bird species and those of sage grouse and lesser prairie chicken--species under
consideration for threatened or endangered listing. The program has been credited with
the return of native trout populations in the Driftless Area of lowa and Minnesota (a rare
Paleozoic Plateau), and is being used to restore salmon habitat in Oregon and
Washington.

Current legislation requires that the CRP program ensure “an equitable balance among
the conservation purposes of soil erosion, water quality, and wildlife habitat” when
accepting lands into the program. Accordingly, many lands under contract are not highly
erodible (land that has an erodibility index (EI) equal to or greater than 8). In pursuit of
this mandate, the CRP enrolls land under two categories: the general signup and the
continuous signup.

The CRP’s general signup uses an environmental benefits index to rank and select offers
for enrollment. This process increases environmental benefits by encouraging land
owners and operators to tailor the lands and practices offered to maximize their scores.
The index also increases cost-effectiveness because the rental payment requested is a part
of the index—the lower the “bid”, the higher the score and resulting ranking. The index
includes factors for water and air quality and wildlife benefits, in addition to soil erosion
benefits, and currently accounts for 26.3 million acres of which, approximately 6.3
million acres are on contracts where the weighted average EI is less than 8. Among these
lands are 1 million acres of wetland restorations, 165,000 acres of longleaf pine plantings,
and 400,000 acres of rare and declining habitats. Over 5 million of the 6.3 million acres
are located in State and National conservation priority areas and zones, areas targeted for
increased enrollment consistent with the statutory language stating that “the Secretary
shall attempt to maximize water quality and habitat benefits in the watersheds” selected.
There are non-highly erodible lands on contracts where not all of the soils on the contract
are highly erodible, but the weighted average erodibility index is 8 or above. This is
because soil type boundaries do not match field boundaries.

CRP’s continuous signup program currently contains 5 million acres, most of which are
not classed as highly erodible. The continuous signup does not use an environmental
benefits index and enrollment is non-competitive. Participants must meet eligibility
criteria and choose among specific high-priority conservation practices. Most continuous
signup enroliments tend to focus on water quality or specific wildlife or ecosystem
concerns, rather than soil erosion. Continuous signup currently includes 2.0 million acres
of riparian and grass buffers (preventing agricultural runoff from reaching streams and
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rivers), 500,000 acres of cropped wetland restorations. Other enrollments address
wildlife habitat concerns, including upland bird (bobwhite quail) habitat buffers, Prairie
Pothole duck nesting habitat, and State Acres for Wildlife Enhancement (SAFE), and
initiatives targeted by States to selected habitats,

The appropriate size of the CRP is a question that is open to debate. The President’s
Budget provides for CRP to remain at or near the 32-million-acre statutory cap.

Congress provided funding for 32 million acres in the 2008 farm bill, and over 31 million
acres are currently enrolled. [ agree that the program should be reviewed more broadly;
we do so internally within USDA on a continuous basis. Accordingly, I hope to work
with Congress to examine the CRP to see if there are any improvements that could be
made either before or during the farm bill process.

As potential changes to CRP are discussed, we must recognize the trade-offs. Reducing
enrollment levels (for example, by reducing the cap), or other changes to the program,
could mean forgoing some of CRP’s tremendous environmental benefits.
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Mr. KINGSTON. Let me yield to Mr. Farr.
AGRICULTURAL LAND

Mr. FARR. Mr. Secretary, you ought to look and see whether
states have used zoning powers, rather than these payment pow-
ers. It seems to me that, in an awful lot of cases, we are paying
for things that just should not be used for farming, because under
adequate zoning measures they would not allow you to farm that
way.

Secretary VILSACK. I could be wrong about this, Representative,
but I do not think too many states actually zone agricultural land.
I know my state does not.

Mr. FARR. Well, we do, in California. We zone it, we preserve, re-
pairing corridors in all the areas, the slopes, and everything like
that, because of all the areas that do not—to prevent erosion.

Secretary VILSACK. I am sure that is true in your state, but I do
not think that is necessarily true in a lot of states. And I am not
sure there would be a lot of state legislative support for that no-
tion. Nor could we mandate it.

Mr. FARR. Well, that is an expensive way to lead a horse to
water.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me yield back. Ms. DeLauro.

NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just let me set the
record straight for a moment—and I am delighted that the gentle-
woman from Wyoming is back in the room—Ilet me note, with re-
gard to SNAP participation, 2007, 27.3 million people; 2008, No-
vember, 31.1 million; November 2009, 38.2 million; November 2010,
43.6 million, 14 percent of the population is taking advantage of
the food stamp today. This is not because of categorical programs,
this is because of a recession where people have lost their jobs, or
their wages have been lessened. They have lost their homes, they
have lost their health care, businesses. They can no longer even af-
ford to put food on the table.

Yes, we are looking at the notion that this is a Federal Govern-
ment going broke. I suggest that it is not a question of not attack-
ing the deficit, which we ought to do, we ought to be willing to shut
down programs that do not work, that are ineffective. But we also
ought to be willing to cut the tax subsidies to the very special in-
terest groups.

Let me start with the $40 billion that we paid today—and I can
cite it chapter and verse—$40 billion in subsidies to the oil indus-
try. The last time I looked, they were pretty fat and happy, that
they did not need to really have $40 billion of the largesse of the
Federal Government. We could apply that $40 billion to deficit re-
duction, and we do not have to touch these programs.

The other piece that I think is very, very important—and we
ought to take a look at $8 billion in agricultural subsidies, or al-
most $8 billion in the multi-national corporations that take their
money and they go overseas and they park it there, and they do
not have to pay any taxes here. That is where we ought to start,
rather than Ms. Kaptur’s constituent, who cannot deal, because the
Commodity Supplemental Food Program is going to be shortened.



70

Talk about Meals on Wheels. Because of the budget cut last
week, it is 10 million less meals on wheels that will be served to
home-bound elderly. $40 billion for the oil companies and 10 mil-
lion less meals served to the elderly.

Another comment with regard to SNAP, in terms of error rates—
and I mentioned this to the chairman, as well, and the chairman
and I have gone back and forth on this over the years—the two
highest states with the highest rate of error, Texas and Indiana.
And those are the two states that decided that it was a good idea
to privatize the food stamp program.

I appreciate where you have gone on the error rate and bringing
it down. And with that increase that I just cited, it is pretty ex-
traordinary that we have been able to keep that error rate where
it is. I wish Wall Street had less of an error—that kind of an error
rate than you all have done with your program.

Mr. BisHOP. With regard to Ms. Kaptur’s concern, one of the
things that I have to applaud the Agriculture Department for with
our commodity support programs is that they were reinforcing and
restocking the soup kitchens and the food pantries during this re-
cession. The food pantries, because of the numbers that Ms.
DeLauro just got through citing, were running out of food. But be-
cause of the funds that were allocated and set aside by USDA in
our commodity programs, they were able to restock those organiza-
tions that are very, very appreciated, church organizations and oth-
ers.

But that is necessary for folks like Ms. Kaptur’s constituent,
many of them.

CHINESE POULTRY

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gentleman. And let me just move, if
I can—I do not know how much time is remaining—but to Chinese
poultry. Chinese public found 70 percent of—70 percent of the Chi-
nese folks are not confident about the safety of their country’s food
supply. Another report stated that Chinese are pursuing their own
food safety measures by growing their own vegetables. They are
concerned about pickled vegetables, canned food, dairy products,
fresh meat, meat products. Contaminated meat products was one
of the items that topped their list.

We have seen reports that China has sentenced a food safety ac-
tivist for two-and-a-half years for organizing parents whose chil-
dren were sickened in the 2008 Chinese milk scandal.

You did conduct the audits between December 1st and December
21st. In conducting the audits, analyzing the results, does FSIS fac-
tor in things like the reports I outlined? When will the audits be
posted on the FSIS website? Did the Chinese Government provide
you with a list of the six facilities that were visited by FSIS? Will
the six facilities be eligible to export poultry to the U.S., if there
is an equivalency determination? I think you answered that ques-
tion.

It is my understanding that allowing the Chinese to export prod-
ucts from a slaughtering facility would require a separate rule.
And, finally, has the USDA calculated how the U.S. poultry indus-
try would be impacted if we had allowed increased poultry exports
from China?
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Mr. KINGSTON. The gentlewoman’s time has expired. The chair
has the time, and will yield one minute to——

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gentleman. Thank you.

Secretary VILSACK. I wish you had only given me 10 seconds, Mr.
Chairman. [Laughter.]

You have asked a lot of questions, and I think we will provide
you with the specific answers to those questions.

Ms. DELAURO. Okay.

Secretary VILSACK. I would say the last question you asked, in
terms of the impact——

Ms. DELAURO. Impact, right.

Secretary VILSACK [continuing]. You know, a lot of our poultry is
actually going into China and being processed and brought back.
So, in that sense, there is some benefit, potentially, to our poultry
growers.

We want to make sure that when we do this, if we do it, we do
it safely. I know that is the concern that you have always had. It
is what has motivated your concern in this area. We have taken
it very seriously. And the folks have spent a lot of time and asked
a lot of detailed questions about these operations. And not every
operation in China is going to get permission to do this, only those
thﬁt we are confident will meet our standards, or exceed our stand-
ards.

There are some that will meet and exceed our standards. And if
they do, then we ought to let them participate. If they do not, we
should not. And that is one of the reasons why we have reserva-
tions about poultry coming from China, slaughtered in China. We
are just not yet comfortable there. And we will not move until we
are.

[The information follows:]

FSIS does not typically incorporate such public survey information into its equiva-
lence analysis process because of the unscientific nature of such data, findings, and
conclusions, although the Agency does maintain a general awareness of such infor-
mation from third party sources. Ultimately, FSIS’ approach to a food safety system
audit relies on a verifiable scientific, data driven analysis of the government’s han-
dling of food safety issues.

Once the two China audit reports (slaughter and processing) are finalized they
will be posted on the FSIS website no later than 30 days from the date they are
finalized, in accordance with the 30-day requirement stipulated in the FY 2010 Agri-
culture Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-80).

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you.
Mr. KINGSTON. The chair yields to Mr. Bishop.

PEANUT PRICE REPORTING

Mr. BisHOP. Mr. Secretary, in March of 2009 the Inspector Gen-
eral completed an audit of in-shell peanut prices that are paid to
farmers and reported to the National Agricultural Statistics Serv-
ice. And FSA, they use this data to calculate the program pay-
ments. The OIG believes that the price data that is supplied by the
peanut buyers is unreliable, and that FSA should seek authority
for mandatory price reporting of all in-shell peanuts.

While I look forward to working with the Department to resolve
this issue, it seemed that any proposal to provide FSA with new
statutory authority on price reporting should be done in the broad-
er context of the upcoming 2012 farm bill, and that is a single,
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stand-alone issue. Likely, there will be considerable changes and
modifications to the current structure of many of our farm pro-
grams, and any proposed changes to the peanut program should
really be a part of that discussion, whenever it occurs.

I just wanted to sort of share my thoughts with you on this, as
it is a subject that is very important to me, being from Georgia.
And not speaking for the chairman, but probably important to the
chairman, as well.

Secretary VILSACK. You know, the investigation report indicated
that perhaps some of those prices were being under-reported, and
that is obviously a concern, because a lot of decisions are made as
a result of that information. And so, we want to make sure that
the data that folks are making very important decisions on is as
good as it can be. That is why we think that it is appropriate to
consider seriously a mandatory reporting requirement.

We are looking for ways in which we can make the process more
transparent, and provide folks information. And we will work with
folks to make that happen. If it is part of a larger discussion, that
is obviously Congress’s wish. But our view is that if we want to get
correct information to people, we are going to have to have some-
thing different than what we have got now. Because what we are
getting is not necessarily accurate.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you. I will yield.

Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Kaptur.

FEDERAL PROGRAM ASSISTANCE

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. I am sorry Ms. Lummis left the room.
I have to react, and just put some data on the record here. The
TEFAP program alone provides a third of the commodities that we
have in our food banks in Ohio.

[The information follows:]
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United States Top Recipients {995-2009 | EWG Farm Subsidy Database hitp://farm.ewg,org/top_recips.php?ips=00000&progeode=total

1ofl

Total USDA Subsidies in United States, 1995.2009
Subsidy Recipients 1 to 20 of 3,540,735

Recipients of Total USDA Subsidies from farms in United States totaled $246,718,000,000 in
frorn 1995-2008.

Rank RO, ston s Location Total UsDAfQ"s";_Zi;:
1 Riceland Foods Inc Stutigart, AR 72160 $554,343,038
2 Producers Rice Ml ing « Stutigart, AR 72160 $314,028,012
3 Farmiers Rice Coop Sacramento, CA 95851 $146,174,314
4 Harvest States Cooperatives Saint Paul, MN 55164 $49,4808,434
& Daore Trust Land Management - Exem Helena, MT 59620 $47,207.258
8 Ducks Unbimited Inc « Memphis, TN 38120 $44,889,145
7 Tyler Farms « Helena, AR 72342 $37,008.744
8 Sd Building Authoril Sioux Falls, SD 57117 $31,110,468
9 Piignm’s Pride Corporation « Broadway, VA 22815 $26,461,206
10 Missouri Defta Farms « Sikeston, MO 63801 $25,280,578
" Bureau Of Indian Affairs x Prescott, AZ 86304 §$23,842,040
12 Montana Board Of Investments - Se Saint Paul, MN 55170 $23.448,121
13 Dubiin Farms « Corcoran, CA 93212 $22,302,288
14 Due West » Glerdora, MS 38828 $21,668,016
15 Kel HeTpnses » Burison, TN 38015 $19,132,259
16 Balmoral Farming Patnership « Neweliton, LA 71357 $18,931,722
17 Gila River Famms » Sacaton, AZ 85147 $18,607,083
18 Cargill Turkey Praducls Hamisonburg, VA 22801 $17,593,150
19 Colorado River indian Tribes Farm » Parker, AZ 85344 $17,589,918
20 Napi « Farmington, NM 87499 $17,215,618

*USDA data are not “transparent” for many payments made to recipreats thaugh most cooperatives Recipients of payments
made thiough most cooperatives, and the amounts, have not been made public. To see ownerstp nformation, click or the
name, then click on the fink that s tiled Qwrership nformation.

Next >>

3/1/2011 12:23 PM
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http://farm.ewg.org/progdetail php?fips=00000& progeode~total&pa...

USDA subsidies in the United States totated $246.7 billion from

Jlees2e08. R I
Total USDA - Subsidies by state, 1995-2009
1 Texas $23,081,131,365 9.4% 9.4%
2 lowa $20,980,781,083  8.5% 17.9%
3 Hnois $17,585,056,426 7.1% 25.0%
4 Minnesota $14,382,350,760  5.8% 30.8%
5 Nebraska $13,996.322.800 57% 36.5%
1 Kansas $13.521,420,060 55% 42 0%
7 rh Dakota $11,681616620 4.7% 48.7%
8 Arkansas $9.597.577,111  3.9% 50.6%
S California $9,250,875.641 3.7% 54 3%
10 South Dakota $8.964.602,738  3.6% 58 0%
1" indiana $8,723,193,778  3.5% 61.5%
12 Missouri $8,500,620,544 3.4% 65.0%
13 Mississippi $7,277.927,568 2.9% 87.9%
14 Obio. $6,459,228903 2.6% 70.6%
15 Wisconsin $5,939,118,916  2.4% 728%
16 Georgia $5,814.771408  2.4% 75.3%
17 Montana §5519.852,612 22% 17.5%
18 Okiahoma $5,029,761,086 2.0% 79.6%
19 Lousiang $4,884,720.851  2.0% 81.5%
20 North Carohna $4,526,795.982  1.8% 83.4%
21 Colorado $4.500,010,198  1.8% 85.2%
22 Mictiaan $4,108,214,786  1.7% 86.9%
23 Washington $3,660,361,096  1.5% 88.4%
24 Tennessee $3,168,114,277  13% 896%
26 Kentucky $3.033,583273  12% 90.9%
26 Alal a $2,775,961,808 11% 92.0%
27 idahg $2.716.575,108  11% 931%
28 Flonda $2,391,006,602 10% 84 1%
28 Pennsylvang $1,719.705.638  0.7% 84.8%

3/1/201112:27 PM
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36 New York $1,662,988,197 0.7% 95.4%
H South Carolina $1,628,196,861 07% 98.1%
32 Virginia $161,100,310  0.7% 96.7%
33 Oregon $1.607,547,608  0.7% 97.4%
34 Adzora $1.304,433,385  0.6% 26.0%
35 New Mexico $1.230,288,209 0.5% 98.5%
38 Maryland $915,146,938  04% 98.8%
37 Wyoming $669,365,842  0.3% 99.1%
38 Utah §$577.505,707 0.2% 99.3%
38 Delaware $271,863,85¢ 0.1% 99 5%
40 Yemont $252,272.838 0.1% 98.6%
41 Mane $216,567,491  0.1% 99.6%
42 New Jersey $182,790.214  0.1% 99.7%
43 West Virginia $164,516,521  0.1% 99.8%
44 Massachusells $122,944.371  0.0% 99.8%
a5 Connecticwt $118,983,888 00% 99.9%
46 Nevada $113.209,482 0.0% 99.9%
47 New Hampshire $58.664,362  0.0% 100.0%
48 Hawait $58,020,071  0.0% 100.0%
49 Alaska $41,045.008 0.0% 100.0%
50 Rhode island §17.621,643  0.0% 160.0%
51 District of Columbna $231479  0.0% 100 0%

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from USDA data.

20f2 3/1/2011 12:27 PM
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APPENDIX R

MINERAL REVENUE PAYMENTS TO STATES"

(in thousands of dollars)

2010 2011 2012

State Actual Estimate Estimate
ATBDAINIA ettt s e e 5,003 5316 5,909
Alaska 35,662 19,461 20,997
ATIZON2 ..o 26 29 32
Arkansas 3,107 2,128 2,342
CAlIfOTTUR e onvecircccrisiai i s s e 61,634 66,964 74,460
Colorado.. 133,634 145,188 161,438
Florida 47 51 57
Idaho 3,987 4,331 4,816
Hlinois 262 22 24
TAIANA s ettt sae et e 8 3 4
Kansas 1,462 1,578 1,755
Kentucky 136 47 51
LOUISIANA o vrievererncnes it asesmr e emcomnem e amrmeneasne e vt seseas s saniree 3,123 3,165 3,517
Michigan 466 454 503
Minnesota 13 6 &
Mississipp 635 283 304
Missouri 3,288 1,320 1,409
MONAIIA vttt e ten s nee s ne e ebr i 43,765 47,550 52,872
Nebraska 163 177 197
Nevada 12,964 14,085 15,662
New Mexico ... 380,694 413,619 459,915
North Dakota 37,796 19,310 21,444
Chio 377 64 69
QOklahoma 2,780 2,741 3,046
Qregon 330 358 398
Pennsylvania 87 19 20
South Carolina 1 0 0
South Dakota 768 834 927
Texas 14,856 6,058 6,517
Utah 142,697 155,038 172,391
D3 S OV RV PSR 59 13 14
Washington 87 95 106
West Virginia 404 84 91
Wyomung 886,871 963,573 1,071,424
TOTAL 1,777,192 1,873,964 2,082,717

¥ Paymentis mclhude Mmeral Leasing Associnted Payments, National Forest Fund Payments to States and Payments to States from
Lands Acquired for Flood Control, Navigation and Allied Purposes  Payments reflect the Net Receipts Sharing provision in the 2010

Enacted/2011 CR and proposed m the 2012 President’s Budget.
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And it is obvious that her district must be very different than my
own, because we could not survive without the federal programs.
Everybody is strung out: our churches, our Saint Vincent DePaul
Societies, anybody working in the food area. We have had heart at-
tacks among these seniors working in some of these programs.
They are literally at the edge.

And so, I take exception to her remarks. She represents a dif-
ferent part of America. Wyoming is kind of an interesting state. It
has gotten over a billion dollars in mineral rights subsidies that we
pay out as a government. Just in her state they have gotten: dis-
aster payments of over $167 million since 1995; and the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program, over $125 million; in the wheat subsidy pro-
gram, $86 million; in the EQIP program over $80 million. I can go
down all the lists. But Wyoming, in many ways, is a federal pre-
serve.

I do not represent a federal preserve. We are out there in the
free market, and times are tough. So I just wanted to place on the
record that I have deep respect for the people who are trying to
feed hungry people. And my biggest challenge is trying to work
with USDA and others to figure out how we can be more self-suffi-
cient inside the boundaries of these communities that are so ter-
ribly, terribly impacted with hunger and with need. And I am
amazed at the patience of the American people in enduring what
they are being asked to endure.

And I am very, very worried about food. And our United Way has
had to cut back projects because of the hunger needs across our
community. Every single group, every single group. There just is
not any more, unless we can produce our own.

And I was very pleased, Mr. Secretary, that you talked about
what you are trying to do in Cleveland. But that is not the only
place in Ohio that is so severely impacted. So, I would hope that
whatever we are able to work out through USDA that we could go
into these heavily impacted areas, bring new technology, bring seed
as we embark upon the spring season here. We can produce more
of our own.

We need help in aquaculture. All these fancy research projects,
they keep it down the state capital. They keep it down, wherever.
They don’t move it out into community is a real problem and we
are capable of doing this. But we do need USDA’s direct engage-
ment with us through their stakeholders statewide and so forth.

We have very willing people. We are technology short and train-
ing short in areas where we are food short and we can produce it
ourselves, but we need more focus. We need more prototype
projects. We need USDA to help us. Our people don’t get all these
subsidies for mineral rights and everything else.

So we do live in a different part of America, and we’re there to
help you with your budget. But to the extent that you can provide
the information I asked on the first round of who’s getting all these
big, mandatory payments out there in the country in a time when
we have to trim in terms of the overall budget and balancing the
overall budget, it shouldn’t come out of the hides of people who are
truly living at the edge. And these areas that have got 10, 12, 15
percent unemployment, we’ve got some neighborhoods in Youngs-
town and Toledo, 50 percent unemployment.
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FOOD ACCESS

Recognized reality in the part of America that we come from, and
USDA is very, very important to us right now, and we have to be
transformative in what we do. We have whole sections of commu-
nity with no supermarket. I mean the places aren’t there to buy
the food, folks. It isn’t like here in Washington, and even parts of
Washington don’t have supermarkets. So we have got to provide
food close to where people live and technology has to lead us there.

I'm saying it as much for the Secretary as for everybody sitting
out there in the audience representing these different interest
groups. We have to use our technology to save us. What I saw in
Israel was phenomenal: little hoop houses, little greenhouses, that
look like some of those that we are trying to use in our cities now,
but we’ve got to hook up solar capacity so that we can heat them
through the winter months. We can make them productive four
months out of the year.

USDA, all you have to do is shake up some of these researchers
that are sitting in these fancy labs all over the state of Ohio, and
they never come down in our communities. That isn’t good enough
anymore, because the need is too great. So I make my plea. You've
heard me once and again and again and again, and we can’t get
these big bureaucracies to move effectively.

If there’s anybody out there in the audience who wants to come
to the Ninth Congressional District from Toledo all the way over
to Cleveland, you're all invited to come. I invite you, Mr. Secretary.
Maybe you can get the bureaucracies to really disgorge some of
that knowledge and make it relevant to people on the street. But
we don’t have the time.

We don’t have the luxury right now, and we don’t get the billion-
dollar mineral subsidies and forestry subsidies, and agricultural
subsidies like the state of Wyoming. And, probably, some sort of oil
depletion subsidy that I haven’t figured out yet out there, a gas
subsidy or something. But we need help in the food sector, and De-
troit does and a lot of other places that are really at the edge, and
I thank you very much for allowing me to put that on the record.

1\/{11". I?{INGSTON. Mr. Secretary, do you want 10 seconds to respond
to that?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman.

I think it is important for us to make sure that you all under-
stand and appreciate we are taking all of these challenges very se-
riously, and we have a healthy food financing initiative that was
in our 2011 budget. It is in our 2012 budget designed to address
the issue food deserts.

We have done an atlas. We have identified where these food
deserts are. We have creative programs that are working in Detroit
and other major metropolitan areas to try to address the food
desert issue. We are very serious about that. We are very focused
about it, and we are going to get things done about it.

We have everything from value-added producer grants to farmer
market promotion grants, to hunger free community grants, to
using our business and industry loan programs to try to address
some of the issues that you've addressed in terms of urban farming.
We have our people’s garden program, which is providing—last
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year provided 90,000 pounds of donated food to soup kitchens and
to food banks.

There is a concerted effort on this, and, you know, one of the
challenges and one of the frustrations that I have. Since you all
have been expressing your frustration, let me express one of mine.
This is a department that has a lot of missions and we are talking
about a lot of missions all the time. And it is very difficult to focus
on one piece of our mission to the exclusion of everything else. We
have got to talk about production and agriculture, because that’s
important. We have got to talk about rural development. That’s im-
portant. We have got to talk about exports. That’s important. We
have to talk about food safety. That’s important. We have to talk
about new, creative ways to embrace farming in all parts of the
country, and we are doing all of that, all of it.

I would encourage you to take a look at our website. I would en-
courage you to take a look at these programs in terms of where
these resources are going. We are very serious about this issue.
And to the gentlewoman’s comments about the food programs, we
are proposing an additional amount in these food programs, and I
would say the state of Texas is a good example.

They had a horrible record, and we basically went down to Texas
and said, “You’ve got a horrible record. We're here to help.” And,
to their credit, they responded and actually engaged the non-profit
sector and outreach to encourage more SNAP participation, and
they’ve seen their numbers increase dramatically.

And Indiana, to its credit, finally realized that they were making
a serious mistake in terms of how they were administering their
program, and they are in the process of transitioning, and that has
improved the record as well. So we, I think, are on top of a lot of
these issues. It’s just hard to talk about all of them simultaneously.

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming my time, Mr. Secretary, one of the
things I wanted to say for the record in terms of the gentlewoman
from Wyoming. I know her well and I know that she will measure
spending with the same yardstick regardless of the social spending
or mineral rights, or anything else.

I think that she is going to be an extremely valuable committee
member in that regard and that she will challenge all of us, which
I think is very important. But I think, you know, we will all see
she will go after the Red State, the Blue State Program, the big
corporation. I think she has that same populace streak the gentle-
woman from Ohio has and a very positive populace streak.

EPA REGULATIONS

Mr. Secretary, on that subject of the USDA and your broad mis-
sion, when I think of USDA, I would describe it on a bumper stick-
er of a resource to farmers, a technical partner to farmers, an infor-
mation center for farmers. And I think that the farmers in my dis-
trict would probably say, yeah. That’s right. If I say EPA, it’s to-
tally off the page. It’s just rant and rave. They are against us, they
are regulatory. They want to play “I gotcha.”

They are arbitrary and it’s always—not always, but I think in
the last decade or so that the USDA has kind of been a buffer be-
tween the EPA and the farmer, but the EPA is getting more and
more aggressive. They have issued 25 new regulations and pro-
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posals that affect production of agriculture. And I am not saying
that is all bad regulation, but farmers would rather deal with
USDA as they feel that the USDA employees tend to come from
rural areas and understand farming, and appreciate their mission;
whereas, EPA, again, comes at it from a regulatory angle.

They are coming out with a new pesticide general permit that
has to be in place April 9th that has some concerns. There has
been a court decision on it. There are some other issues that EPA
is coming out with last year. We dealt with a potential regulation
that said that dairy farmers had to have an emergency plan if they
spilled milk, because it was an oil-based liquid, and things that
again may be well intended, but still very, very regulatory and dif-
ficult for farmers.

For the record, I would like you to respond to that of what you
are doing. You had mentioned earlier you dealt with them. You
talked to them regularly, but I think the farmers back home would
rather see you step it up a little bit more and help maybe settle
some differences between EPA, same mission as you guys, but I
think that you had a better feel for rural America.

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, first of all, Lisa Jackson can
do a great job of explaining her agency, and no doubt you will have
an opportunity to visit with her at some point. But let me just sim-
ply say that often what they are required to do is not something
that they have thought they ought to do. It is because Congress has
directed them to do it, or a court has directed them to do it.

And, what we faced when we came into this administration was
a backlog of undecided court cases and undecided mandates, and
so forth, that this EPA was required by law and by court decision
to address. So that’s number one.

Number two, you know, there are ways that you can work within
the system and outside the system to try to impact and affect, and
make sure that the regulations are as good as they should be and
as reasonable as they should be. We have had some good success,
I think, in making sure that whatever is ultimately decided and ul-
timately put into effect; not what’s being proposed or what’s being
discussed, or what the folks in the countryside think might be
being proposed, but what in fact is proposed.

I think we have had a pretty good track record of modifying and
sort of cutting off some of the potentially egregious proposals by
working with the EPA, by working in partnership by developing
lines of communication, both between our office and EPA, and most
importantly between producers and EPA. And we have encouraged
the administrator to get out into rural America, and she has done
that and she is going to do more of that.

So, you know, I think that is a very effective way. If what you
have and what the desire is that we somehow pound the table and
criticize openly EPA, I am not sure that that would necessarily be
as persuasive in the ultimate end result.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, my time has expired. I think you are a
blend of philosophy and common sense, and temperament, and I
don’t think that’s prevalent at the EPA. And I think that the folks
back home in rural America see a big difference in the agencies,
and they would like you to be maybe a little bit more of an advo-
cate for them.
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In between the two, I would see you sometimes as being a ref-
eree, and I don’t mean that you’re being remiss on this at all, but
I'm just saying that I think production agriculture feels like they
are being besieged by new EPA regulations over and over again,
and USDA, maybe, could be more of a buffer.

Secretary VILSACK. I think that they have to understand that one
of the reasons why they have that perception is because there was
a lot of things that weren’t done that were sort of backlogged, and
a lot of things that courts are now saying you’ve got to do, on the
one you mentioned, the pesticide. EPA went in and said, “Give us
a little more time.” The court said, “No, you've got to do it now.
You've been given time. You need to do it now.”

So, you know, what are they supposed to do? I mean they got a
court order telling them they have got to do it. They got to do it.
And what we try to do is make sure that when they do it, how they
structure it, that they fully understand or appreciate exactly how
the impact is going to be, and you can add that to a list of things
I need to talk more about along with everything else that you all
talked about. And that’s just the point. There is a lot to talk about
in this agency.

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. My time is expired. Mr. Farr.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS,
AND CHILDREN

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of sort of micro ques-
tions, one on the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants, and Children—WIC—breastfeeding and formulas.
WIC people met with me yesterday and were telling me that we
put a lot of emphasis in teaching breastfeeding, but the tragedy is
that about 70 percent of the women after leaving the hospital drop
the breastfeeding and pick up the formula.

The concern was that the amount of money being spent in sort
of advertising formula, and in the formula I guess there are two
kinds. There’s the super model formula, or the one that’s got all the
so-called functional ingredients, and it is costing your department
about $90 million a year just for them to buy that. And the ques-
tion here is has there been a plan or to study the difference be-
tween get some scientific review as to whether the higher-cost
products are actually as effective as the formula industry claims?

Indeed, if the generic formula, I guess, for lack of a better word,
is as good as the super product, the more high-cost product, why
not just fund that? And have you any interest in looking at the dif-
ference between the two formulas in the sense of cost savings?

Secretary VILSACK. I hope this is a response to your question,
and if it is not, we will have to get you a specific response. One
thing I do know is that we have been working with states to slow
the decline in rebates in this area, and despite our efforts, we have
seen a drop from 95 percent of wholesale prices to 80 to 85 percent
in 2009.

You know, we have revised the package. We are constantly look-
ing for ways to make sure that we provide the best package for the
most affordable cost.

Mr. FARR. I think it is not just cost. It is essentially what your
leadership—and I appreciate this—leadership on, you know, agri-
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culture is the basis of our whole new health care policy in America.
If we are going to grow healthier Americans, it’s got to start with
nutrition. And the claims here, obviously, this is not my field.

The claims here that if the formula is really getting kids addicted
on sort of an obesity program very early in life and if the emphasis
here is to really minimize the amount of formula—some people
have to have formula—but to minimize the formula by really edu-
cating people as to the total value of breastfeeding for as long as
possible.

Secretary VILSACK. I think we are making an effort to increase
education in that particular area, and I think the budget proposes
additional resources for that education program.

[The information follows:]

The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 requires that we review the WIC food
packages at least once every 10 years. The last review of the WIC food packages
was initiated in 2003. As such, we anticipate initiating a new review within the next
two years. We can certainly include taking a look at enhanced versus non-enhanced
infant formula as part of the next review.

We must keep in mind, however, the Food and Drug Administration determines
the regulatory requirements for infant formulas and determines if a product may
be marketed in the United States. Due to the array of infant formulas that are pro-
duced and in order to ensure infant formula rebate solicitations remain competitive,
WIC Program regulations require State agencies to issue rebate solicitations for an
infant formula that is suitable for routine issuance to the majority of generally
healthy, full-term infants. The infant formula manufacturer determines the formula
that best meets this requirement.The lowest bidder is awarded the contract and the
formula that the manufacturer bid is considered the Primary Contract Brand infant
formula. The Primary Contract Brand formula is considered the formula of first
choice and all other infant formulas are considered alternative formulas. However,
all formula in the manufacture’s infant formula product line is considered contract
formula. But, if the infant formula manufacturer adds a new, more costly formula
after the contract is awarded, WIC State agencies have the discretion to deny its
inclusion to the State agency’s allowable food list.

Mr. FARR. Yeah. And I hope that the point is that maybe some
savings, if you are going to look for savings, it might be from not
authorizing this higher cost formula that doesn’t really get a bang
for the buck. That’s the question. Secondly, on the other micro—
and this will finish my round—this came from the cattlemen.

INTERNATIONAL IMPORTATION AND TRADE

Explain to me. South Korea has foot and mouth disease, and
therefore we don’t import any live—I mean we only import cooked
meat from South Korea for importing anything right now.

Secretary VILSACK. I believe that is accurate. There is a certain
temperature that it has to be cooked in.

Mr. FARR. But, however, we are importing from Brazil and Ar-
gentina that also have foot and mouth disease, but the cattlemen
don’t want it. Frankly, they don’t want any live meat brought in
or raw meat brought in from those two countries for the same
health risk issues as these issues that you have determined
shouldn’t bring any uncooked meat in from South Korea.

Secretary VILSACK. We have been able to determine that there
are certain regions of those countries that are foot and mouth free.

Mr. FARR. But, how effective are we then? I mean, you know,
those diseases cross boundary lines so quickly.

Secretary VILSACK. I think we have been effective so far, because
we haven’t had that circumstance in the country.
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Mr. FARR. Yeah. I know that. It seems to me that is a weak re-
sponse, because, you know, we deal with all these exotic pests and
we know damned well that they break out from county to county.
It is very hard to stop that. And I don’t know a lot about foot and
mouth disease, but it is supposed to be really bad.

Secretary VILSACK. Yeah. Yeah. I mean there are a series of
steps in the process. First of all, establishing that it is foot and
mouth free; secondly, there are inspection processes both in country
and at the border that APHIS is engaged in and the customs folks
are engaged in. So, I mean it is not as if we are just not paying
attention to this. We are paying attention to it, and, obviously, we
take this very seriously.

BRAZIL COTTON

Mr. FARR. Well, I think what scares—the bigger picture—is that
the cattlemen feel very hurt by the fact that it seemed like they
were a trade-off allowing certain counties in Brazil to export trade-
off for that incredibly dumb deal that we had to make for cotton
by paying hundreds of millions of dollars.

Secretary VILSACK. With due respect, Representative, it was not
a dumb deal, and I will push back on that. And here is why it
wasn’t a dumb deal. We would have been hit with $800 million of
penalties as a result of the WTO case.

$500 million of it would have been additional tariffs on our prod-
ucts, and almost $300 million on intellectual property that would
have significantly compromised potential agri-business interests in
terms of our ability to protect our intellectual property.

hMr. FARR. Why don’t we deal with that in the Farm Bill rather
than——

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we have to deal with the cotton issue
and we have to deal with the GSM 102 program in terms of wheth-
er or not it is providing, in terms of the repayment period and the
interest rate, whether it is providing a level playing field, if you
will, for the rest of the world. We will have to deal with that and
the payments to Brazil stop when it is dealt with in the Farm Bill.

Mr. FARR. Well, but can we get a better answer than on the im-
portation of cattle from Brazil?

Secretary VILSACK. I am not sure what you are looking for, sir.
I mean the reality is we have established that there is no risk in
these regions. We have established an inspection process in place
to prevent it, if it does in fact hit us at the border. And we have
not had an incident.

Mr. FARR. Well, I don’t know how much, if we look at the amount
of imports.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we can provide you that information.
Sure.

[The information follows:]
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Brazil requested that the United States allow imports of swine,
ruminants, and their products, including beef from the State of Santa
Catarina. APHIS completed the risk analysis for the request in January 2009.
The risk analysis showed that the State of Santa Catarina is free of foot-and-
mouth disease (FMD), as well as major swine diseases of concern. In
accordance with international trade standards, APHIS also found that Santa
Catarina’s veterinary infrastructure is capable of preventing, detecting,
controlling, and managing outbreaks should a disease occur in the region.
Additionally, no outbreaks of FMD have occurred in Santa Catarina since 1993,
and the World Organization for Animal Health recognized Santa Catarina as free
of FMD without vaccination in 2007.

Thousands of dollars

2009 2010

Dec | Jan | Feb | Maxr | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep j Oct | Nov | Dec

Imports;
Brazil; Live
Animals
{predominantly
horses) 557 1 195 4481 113 0] 1511196 86 111105 14 | 342 | 146
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Mr. FARR. Thank you.
Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. DeLauro.
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHINESE POULTRY

Mr. Secretary, a final question on the Chinese chicken issue, and
then I want to ask an animal I.D. question. In the past you have
supported the rider language that has been in the bill with regard
to Chinese chickens. And let me just ask you if you will continue
to support that language.

Secretary VILSACK. I'm sorry. The language?

Ms. DELAURO. The language that is in the

Secretary VILSACK. That basically provides us——

Ms. DELAURO [continuing]. What has been removed in the CR.
Would you continue to support that language?

Secretary VILSACK. We are happy to continue to provide you with
reports, and basically live with the agreement that was reached
last year, or a year and a half ago, whenever it was.

Ms. DELAURO. And that’s what the language would require.
Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary VILSACK. Yes, I am happy to live with it.

NATIONAL ANIMAL IDENTIFICATION PROGRAM

Ms. DELAURO. Again, we have had a conversation about animal
ID in the past, and I noted with regard to the APHIS budget that
it has been reduced by about $72 million. But eliminating the fund-
ing for a number of activities, it includes several increases, includ-
ing $9 million for the animal ID program. And we have gone
through this before with $145 million that we have already spent
there, and my view of it is instead of a strong national program.

I think what we have here is a fragmented system with stand-
ards that are negotiable and applies to some animals moving across
state lines. And the budget requests more than $14 million. It’s an
increase of $9 million for the program.

I value an animal ID program. I really do. I support that effort,
but I think it is strange to me how we can support the agency’s
new plan when both its path and its destination, I think, are inad-
equately defined at this point. And how was the agency work to de-
fine outcomes in the past to achieving them to ensure success of
this program? Are we still moving towards the system that enables
traceback of any livestock species in two days, and will all beef and
dairy cattle be included in this program?

Secretary VILSACK. This is a program that by the very nature of
it was not very well received, less participation than we had hoped.
So the determination was made to try a different route. The route
that we are trying, I think over time, gets to all cattle, but it will
take some time to get to all cattle. And there are performance
standards that we are establishing in concert with the state Agri-
culture commissioners and tribes that we think are doable and
they allow us to trace back to the state of origin in a relatively
short period of time.

There are a variety of standards that we are currently looking
at, just to give you a sense, in terms of measuring the time re-
quired for a state where a diseased animal was found to determine
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what state or tribe the animal immediately came from. We think
that eventually we want to get this down to three business days.
We want to be able to do this in a way that is most effective and
least costly so that there is more participation and involvement.

And that’s the reason why the additional money is being asked
for, because we want to provide incentives and resources to pro-
ducers in the states so they will be more inclined to accept this pro-
gram than they were the last program. The last program just
wasn’t very effective when only 30 percent of the people partici-
pated.

Ms. DELAURO. We will still maintain our differences in this area,
Mr. Secretary, and we will have many more conversations about it.

FOOD SAFETY WORKING GROUP

Quick question, if I can, on the food safety working group. The
budget request is about $4 million less and you all recommended,
which I support, increased sampling and funding for additional
baseline studies with regard to the prevalence of pathogens in food
products. But we see a $4 million decrease in this effort. What is
different between 2011 and 2012 in those proposals? Are we look-
ing at something of a less robust program of sampling and study
in light of the pressure to cut spending?

If we do receive an $88 million reduction like that proposed by
the House majority, will that result in less sampling and less data
gathering to identify risk to public safety from contaminated meat
and poultry products?

Secretary VILSACK. The sampling, primarily the savings in sam-
pling are the way in which we are conducting the sampling and the
shipping costs. We had a program called the Save Award, in which
we asked people to identify where money could be saved. And one
of the savings had to do with how we shipped back the empty con-
tainers that are used in sampling. And someone finally concluded
it would be just better not to use the most expensive way of ship-
ping those sampling cartons back. So that saves about a million
and a half dollars.

Primarily, what we have done with FSIS is we had a study done
of looking at how we use our workforce and how we can use it more
efficiently and effectively, and they identified some savings that we
are applying to offset some increases in FSIS that we are pro-
posing. I don’t anticipate that this is going to result in us doing
less. In fact, I would anticipate we will probably do more, because
we were identifying other pathogens that we need to be taking very
seriously in taking a look at. And we are obviously hopeful that we
can get the performance standards in the poultry area through the
process in an expeditious way, so that too will require additional
scrutiny.

We are focused, primarily, on establishing a public health infor-
mation system that will allow us to do a better job of collecting
data and be able to potentially predict trends and predict problems
before they occur, and we are trying to work to develop a better
unified incident command response so that we can respond more
quickly than we have in the past, and do it in a more coordinated
fashion with FDA.
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Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, and I will
just, the rest of the questions, submit for the record.
Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Kaptur.

PAYMENTS AND SUBSIDIES

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I would like to sub-
mit for the record the mineral revenue payments to the states
where Wyoming leads with over a billion dollars.

I also want to submit to the record all the USDA subsidies since
1995 to the present showing very large companies getting over half
a billion dollars in subsidies. We will submit the top 20, and then
also a ranking of the way that USDA subsidies go out to all the
states. I think if I submitted this for the record now, as we proceed
forward this year, we are going to be able to inject not just effi-
ciency but equity in the kinds of cuts that we make.

I also wanted to mention that if we look for a state like Wyo-
ming, compared to my own, the state of Wyoming doesn’t even
have as many people as I have in my congressional district. The
state of Wyoming has 544,270 people. They rank very high in
terms of per capita federal spending: $38,705 per resident. This is
all federal spending in the tiny state of Wyoming—very, very inter-
esting, the distribution of federal dollars.

And a state like Ohio with 11 million people, many of whom are
strapped right now, the statewide per capita for us is less than half
that much. It’s about $15,749 per citizen. So one asks oneself
what’s going on here in the distribution of federal dollars in a time
of deep recession—very, very important to look at the whole of
what’s going on in this country, and why some people don’t feel the
pain and other places feel it very, very much.

RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAMS

Mr. Secretary, I wanted to ask you a little bit about your renew-
able energy programs, and I really want to compliment you for the
work that you dedicated your life to in this area. What do you see
happening on the energy production front, the pace of research in
some of our biofuels, the types of contracts, perhaps USDA’s been
involved in, whether it is solar fields, whether it is wind farms,
whether it is biofuels, plants? Could you just kind of give us a little
backdrop on where you see USDA heading in the future in terms
of these energy programs that are so vitally important to us and
that could be renewable?

Secretary VILSACK. Yes. We see this as a critical component to
rebuilding a rural economy that works for folks. We have five re-
gional research centers. They are virtual centers that are basically
focusing on trying to identify more efficient ways to use renewable
energy.

We are aggressively promoting the Rural Energy for America
Program—REAP. We have over 4,000 projects that have already
been funded under REAP. There are 68 feasibility studies that we
recently announced to look at alternative and more efficient ways
to produce bioenergy, biofuels, renewable energy. We are working
with farmers and ranchers to encourage them to incorporate re-
newable sources on their properties. We have already saved 4.3 bil-
lion kilowatts of power by virtue of the programs that we have
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sponsored. So we are going to continue to see more and more of
this.

We are going to continue to see it as a very important part of
the innovation strategy the President has established. Clean en-
ergy is a future opportunity for this country. You know, if you want
to rebuild an economy, you have to build something or do some-
thing that nobody else is doing, or you have to do it better than
everyone else is doing. And in the clean energy area, there is an
enormous opportunity for us.

So it is additional research. It is additional on the ground activi-
ties. It is working with these regional partnerships I have talked
to Representative Farr about to encourage them to incorporate in
their strategy renewable energy. It is about using the energy pro-
grams to build bio refineries to assist producers of feedstocks for
advanced fuels to be able to do so in an economically feasible way.
Here is one challenge that I think we have.

But I think there is a deep sentiment on the part of some in Con-
gress to consider an abrupt end to the kinds of incentives and sup-
port that the industries have had in the past, specifically in the
bio-fuel area.

My concern with it is that if you have an abrupt end, you are
going to compromise your ability to continue the progress we have
seen.

We saw this with the bio-diesel tax credit; when we basically
ended that, we lost 12,000 jobs and 50 percent of production capac-
ity, almost immediately.

This is a maturing industry; it is not a mature industry. And our
view is that you need to really divide a glide path—not a cliff, but
a glide path—for reducing the supports and tariffs over time; and
that you need to think about redirecting some of those resources
to building additional opportunities for bio-fuels vehicles that can
use bio-fuel, and a more convenient supply.

So there is a lot of activity in this space, and we are going to con-
tinue to be aggressive about it, because it is a million jobs-plus,
and $100 billion of capital investment.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Farr, do you guys want one more round? Or do you? Okay,
one more round?

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE REPORT

Let me then ask you a question. You may or may not have seen
the Wall Street article about a GAO report that is coming out on
duplication of——

Secretary VILSACK. I have read the article.

Mr. KINGSTON. And I think we will all be looking forward to
reading that GAO report and we will work with you on any of that
duplication that you feel is—really, that is not my question so
much as I just want to mention that when the GAO comes out,
then we can more intelligently see what these things are.
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FOREIGN AID

But my question in this open-mike town meeting that you are
doing so well at, Mr. Secretary: Have you ever read the book, Dead
Aid by Dr. Dambisa Moyo, who is a Zambian woman?

Secretary VILSACK. No.

Mr. KINGSTON. It is actually a very interesting book about for-
eign aid, and how it is ruining the economies of particularly Africa.

One example that stuck in my mind—Ilet’s say you are in Sen-
egal, there is a mosquito net maker, and he has got ten employees
and he pays them $2,000 a year, and those ten employees support
families with them.

And so, you know, he is chugging along, the small entrepreneur
in Senegal. And then comes Bono or celebrity of the day, feeling all
generous and compassionate, and well intended, and dumps
200,000 free mosquito nets on the market. And when that happens,
the Senegalese entrepreneur is dead, because he is selling his nets
for five bucks each.

You got free mosquito nets flooding the market now. He is out
of business. The ten employees are out of work. Their dependents.

It is a very vicious cycle. And this woman, who was born in Zam-
bia and got her Ph.D. from Oxford or a master’s from Harvard and
an M.B.A. from American University, who has worked for the
World Bank and Goldman Sachs, and seems to be really a very in-
telligent person, has approached it in a very, I would say, thorough
way, but says that so often our foreign aid is really killing the
Third World and keeping them from being able to develop.

I worry about that with food aid, that so often we are putting
food on the market and benefitting American farmers, and benefit-
ting American shippers; but to the end-user maybe it is keeping
them from learning how to grow their own food, and running off
the budding entrepreneurs.

But that is the discussion that we need to have as a society.

There are companies, Land O’ Lakes, for example, who are very
interested in helping develop and nurture the entrepreneur in Afri-
ca. And I believe you were there several months ago?

Secretary VILSACK. I was there last year. Actually my youngest
son is currently in Namibia, setting up a series of franchising ar-
rangements for women-owned businesses to sell solar-powered
technology to villagers in areas that have no electricity.

So I am somewhat familiar with what you are talking about.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, the USDA employees that I have met in Af-
rica, I think, are very on-hand, and they are doing a very good job.
They seem to know the locals and know the local entrepreneurs
and movers and shakers.

And it is very interesting to talk to them.

But I am concerned about that with food aid, that——

Secretary VILSACK. Well, if I can, you know, I think one of the
reasons that you ought to be reassured is that we have got the
Feed the Future Initiative, which is really designed to build capac-
ity, to build, at least from an agricultural perspective, the capacity
of people to be more productive agriculturally, and to build the
markets that would allow for appropriate sale locally.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mm-hmm.
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Secretary VILSACK. And to generate the revenue and income and
to develop credit systems. And I think the Feed the Future Initia-
tive is our effort to try to respond to the concerns at least within
the agricultural space of capacity-building, as opposed to just sim-
ply “Here is food that you need.”

Obviously there are emergency circumstances in situations where
that is appropriate, and is necessary. The McGovern-Dole Program,
I think, is appropriate, because it does create an incentive for kids
to go to school and they get an education.

But overarching it is our Feed the Future Initiative with the
United States Agency for International Development—USAID—to
try to set up a much more productive agriculture.

Mr. KINGSTON. I would be interested in working on some pilot
program concepts with you, if we could pick and choose some areas,
and maybe look at doing some of these things differently.

For example, perhaps vouchers to some of the areas. Because I
do feel that there is a corporate welfare angle to our food aid that
may be as an unintended consequence, but it is still there.

Secretary VILSACK. We have got several pilots currently working
along those lines in four or five different countries: Malawi, Tan-
zania, Cameroon, and a couple others.

So we probably should visit with you about those programs, and
see whether that is in line with what you are talking about, or if
f)’rou want to do something different, or more expansion of that ef-
ort.

Mr. KINGSTON. And I will invite you to read that book, because
I know you have no reading material at all. And you are just bored
out of your minds.

But I am sure somebody in the Department has read that book
and is familiar with this woman. And I would like to get her down
here as a witness to the hearing at some point in the future, be-
cause I think this was a very interesting book.

So I yield back.

Mr. Farr.

Mr. FARR. Well, thank you Mr. Chairman. I would like to follow
up.

A week ago I was sitting in Jakarta, in the fourth most populous
country in the world, Indonesia, and certainly the largest Muslim
country in the world; 17,000 islands and 7,000 which were occupied
on.
And one of them near the far end, independent country of East
Timor, which we visited, was also one of the poorest countries in
the world. And it really hits you when you do not even see just
basic material things in a country like this.

I have been in the Peace Corps, and I have never seen—I would
not call it abject poverty, because the people are not dejected—but
just lack of access to any of the, you know, to enough food and
water, just basics. You know, whole-culture poverty.

MCGOVERN-DOLE INTERNATIONAL FOOD FOR EDUCATION AND CHILD
NUTRITION PROGRAM GRANTS

And so I am very concerned when the CR that we passed last
week cut the program, the food aid program, in half, the McGov-
ern-Dole Program.
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And I wish you would enlighten a little bit more on what those
kinds of cuts. You cannot go into alternatives, Mr. Chairman, you
know, with vouchers, unless you have money to vouch.

And so if we are just whacking that program in half, it is going
to have world-wide implications on our foreign policy and the rea-
son we got into the food programs in the first place.

Secretary VILSACK. Twenty-eight million children have been ben-
efitted from that program, somewhere between four and five mil-
lion on an annual basis, since its inception.

The best way I can respond to that question is to just relay an
experience I had with that McGovern-Dole program in Kenya.

We were at an orphanage, and it was an emotional moment for
me, because I started out life in an orphanage. And so I, you know,
in one sense I was trying to relate to these kids, who were in this
orphanage.

And I was doling out the food for lunch. And they had the red
cups in the World Food Program and you put a cupful of sorghum
and rice into this cup. And for some of these kids, it is the only
meal that they would get in a day.

And so I asked them—they were various ages—I said, “Why do
you like coming here? Why do you like coming to school?”

You know, if you ask that question in the United States, some-
body would say, “Well, I like it because I want to play football,” or
“I like it because I'm studying chemistry,” or “I like it for music,”
or whatever.

They would give you some answer. Every single——

Mr. FARR. Recess

Secretary VILSACK. Well, unfortunately there are not as many
schools with recess. That is another issue.

But every single child I asked had the same answer: “I like this
place, because I get fed.”

So you know, if America wants to convey a sense of reaching out
to people, that would be one program that I think we ought to
think very seriously about maintaining; because it does create a re-
lationship and it does help kids go to school. And that means they
will be better educated over time, our hope is.

I would be very wary about that, from my own personal experi-
ence.

Mr. FARR. Well, sitting in the seat you sit, hopefully you will be
very vocal about that, as we move on in the year.

WIC FORMULA PRODUCTS

And lastly, since this is the last round, I want to just get a re-
sponse. I mentioned to you that you have the authority to commis-
sion an independent scientific review to determine whether the
higher cost formula products are actually as effective as the for-
mula industry claims. Would you be willing to look at that, if it is
going to save you $90 million?

Secretary VILSACK. We ought to be always looking at opportuni-
ties to save $90 million.

1 Mﬁ FARR. All right. Well, I would like to pursue how you might

o that.

I do not have any further questions, Mr. Chairman. Yield back.

Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. DeLauro.



92

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
FOOD AID

Just to follow up on the food aid issue, which is an area, as you
know I try to spend a lot of time on.

And I have to tell you, I think it is unconscionable, the cuts in
the CR to Food for Peace, and for McGovern-Dole.

I listened to something the Secretary said. And the fact of the
matter, McGovern-Dole is about girls, young girls. And if there is
no program like this, they stay home; they go when this program
exists, because their families figure that they may even be able to
bring some food home at the end of the day for the rest of the fam-
ily.

But I think we need to take a look at food aid in terms of na-
tional security. And that is just not me talking about that. You talk
to the Defense Department, you talk to

If you are going to want to feed your kid, you are going to take
it from wherever you can get, be it the Taliban, be it some terrorist
organization. If they feed your kid, hey, I will do whatever you say,
lest my kid has to go hungry.

Now that being said, what we do is we do partner, as the Sec-
retary said. Land O’ Lakes, to be specific, in Tanzania, it’s $8 mil-
lion from the Federal Government, in order to participate in this
program.

CARE, Catholic Relief Services, they do a great job, they do a
wonderful job. But it’s a partnership. They engage with the Federal
Government.

So you've got a public/private, whenever it is, you've got a part-
nership here.

We should not be out of that mix, for our own national security,
which is so incredible. You know, it sounds good: Cut foreign aid,
you know. And it’s a great piece of red meat that you throw before
the public, and it just says, “Okay, that’s where we’re going.”

That is, it’s unwise in terms of what we do.

And I'm not saying that these folks would not participate, but
they couldn’t probably participate, some of these relief organiza-
tions, unless there were a federal commitment to this effort.

So let’s look elsewhere, as I say. Where do we start to make the
cuts? And there are lots of places we can do that.

SINGLE FOOD SAFETY AGENCY

I'll get back to you, I think, on this GAO report, because I want
to read it first, Mr. Secretary, because you know where I'm going
to go with this, and that’s a single food agency, because that’s one
of the areas that they identified. And I will look carefully at what
they say, and so forth.

And I think what I will want to ask you as a result of that, is
how much savings do you think we can capture with a single food
safety agency?

So. But I will reserve that until I read the report, and I'm just
more knowledgeable about what they have said.
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THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The Emergency Food Assistance Program, zeroing out the infra-
structure grants, no particular reason, just cost savings, any

Secretary VILSACK. Tough choices.

Ms. DELAURO. Okay.

DISCRIMINATION CASE SETTLEMENTS

Women Farmers. Let me just address that for a second. And I
know you have been working in this area with women and His-
panic farmers. I applaud the move, and you know that I've been
working on this for a while.

But I do have some concerns about the process. I would be less
than honest.

As I understand it, the same total amount of funds as other dis-
crimination case settlements, Pigford, Keepseagle. But it’s spread
out significantly among a larger number of farmers—not all women
will be adequately reimbursed for the losses they incur.

Secretary VILSACK. That’s not correct.

Ms. DELAURO. Okay. Please——

Secretary VILSACK. That’s not correct.

Ms. DELAURO. Yeah. Okay. How will it work?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, there are basically two tiers.

Ms. DELAURO. Mm-hmm.

Secretary VILSACK. The first tier, depending upon the nature of
your documentation of discrimination. You have documentation,
you are entitled to $50,000, you’re entitled to debt relief, and you're
entitled to tax relief. And there’s no cap on the number of people
theoretically that could get that relief.

Ms. DELAURO. Mm-hmm.

Secretary VILSACK. So it’s not correct to say that it’s the same
amount of money, because we don’t know yet, because we don’t
know how many people will be able to provide the documentation.

Ms. DELAURO. Mm-hmm.

Secretary VILSACK. But whatever that number is, you multiply it
by tgat amount. So it’s an uncapped amount from the Judgment
Fund.

Ms. DELAURO. Mm-hmm.

Secretary VILSACK. The second category are folks who do not
have as extensive documentation, but still can establish a claim of
discrimination. It may not be quite as strong in that case——

Ms. DELAURO. Much like Pigford II, if you will?

Secretary VILSACK. Yes. In that case, basically, there is a $1.2,
$1.3 billion fund that those folks could basically partake in.

Ms. DELAURO. Mm-hmm.

Secretary VILSACK. And depending upon the number that’s in
that second group, will depend on how much. But they can get up
to $50,000 in the same level of relief as the first group.

Ms. DELAURO. Mm-hmm. But Pigford II was not capped in any
way, as | understand it? Is that right?

Secretary VILSACK. Oh, Pigford II was capped, because it was
capped by the appropriations.

Ms. DELAURO. By the appropriation.

Secretary VILSACK. Yeah.
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Ms. DELAURO. I'm going to take another look at this, in terms

of-

Secretary VILSACK. I think, if I can maybe clear up the confu-
sion?

Ms. DELAURO. Sure——

Secretary VILSACK. In Pigford I, you had two categories, you had
$250,000, and you had something less than that. And the reason
why you can’t do that in this particular circumstance is because
these cases were never certified as a class action.

Ms. DELAURO. I understand.

Secretary VILSACK. And that’s because there’s a third alternative.
So you've got two tiers. The third alternative is if you don’t like ei-
ther one of those two tiers, you can pursue your lawsuit in court,
which was not true in Pigford.

Once the Pigford settlement occurred, that was it, your rights
were—you had to take the settlement or not.

Ms. DELAURO. Right. But you did have another round of Pigford,
which had people who had filed their claims late. Look, and I sup-
ported the Pigford Resolution of what you did.

Secretary VILSACK. Right. But that’s capped.

Ms. DELAURO. Mm-hmm.

Secretary VILSACK. And this is not capped. And you also have the
right—they can’t go to court—that women and Hispanic farmers, if
they are not satisfied, can go to court.

Ms. DELAURO. But it’s awfully difficult to go to court on your
own, Mr. Secretary, I think you know that.

Secretary VILSACK. Listen, 'm on—yeah.

Ms. DELAURO. No, I understand. And TI'll take a closer look at
that, because I would like to get it resolved.

There are a very, very larger number of women farmers, who
over the years have been discriminated against, and they ought to
all have, you know, equal and fair treatment. And I know you’re
trying to move in that direction.

Mr. KINGSTON. [Off mic] The gentlewoman’s time has expired.
And the Chair recognizes Ms. Kaptur.

FOOD AID

But I wanted to say this. In terms of the food aid and the rela-
tionship, it might be a good exercise to look at the U.N. voting inci-
dent relationship with food aid.

I know, for example—and I think my memory is correct on this—
that in 2000 we gave Afghanistan about $73 million in food aid.
And if you look at sub-Saharan South Africa and what the—Bot-
swana votes with us, Rwanda does not.

Most of them do not vote with us in the U.N. I've argued with
the State Department that the U.N. voting record is irrelevant, if
we're not going to use it for any meaningful relationship building.
So much of the U.N. voting record has to do with Israel and Middle
East politics, that I think the African countries have a hard time
identifying with it.

But if you said, “Okay, we’re only going to give food aid to those
who vote with us, we could probably walk away from all of it.”
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Well, half of it. 'm not sure of the numbers are. I know Mr. Goh-
mert has actually introduced a bill that says: If you don’t vote for
us 50 percent of the time, we cut you off from all foreign aid.

And I think he’s doing that to drive a message. But I would say,
in terms of building relationships, when I have gone to Africa, I
made it a point to ask them why they don’t vote with us in the
U.N. And they don’t what the heck I'm talking about.

And I talk to them about the U.N. voting record. They still don’t
know what we’re talking about. And that includes somebody whom
I respect highly, Paul Kagame in Rwanda, for example.

But, you know, people look at you and say, “What are you talk-
ing about, U.N. voting record?”

And so I don’t think it’s a fair evaluation of our relationship with
countries. But at the same hand, when we talk about, “Well, this
is national security,” or “This is building relationships,” there
should be some metrics on it.

And I am not putting this on food aid, either. I'm talking in the
big picture of foreign aid, because it is true that it’s enormously un-
popular with constituents.

And everybody wants to balance the budget, cutting foreign aid,
and we all know there’s no money there, in terms of the $3.7 tril-
lion budget.

But to me, this is a discussion that we should have as a society,
in terms of you know, “What is the objective here? What is the
metrics?”

I used to live in Ethiopia, and when I was there, the population
was probably at 15 million people. Today it’s 82 million people. And
Ethiopia, as you know, in the last 50 years, they've been up,
they’ve been down, they’ve had dictators, they’'ve had communism,
they’ve had it all.

But one of the NGO workers over there told me, when I was at
an orphanage, as you do—and I like to get out there, and I always
said I don’t want to leave until I see the plate in the child’s hand—
bu(ic she said, “Well, this might be the only meal this child receives
today.”

Which I believe was true. But on the other hand, well how did
Ethiopia, if they were so, you know, helpless, how did they get from
15 million to 80 million people?

You know, we seem to have this, I'd say it’s a celebrity fixation
of: Oh, if not for us, these poor countries would never get by.

And I don’t think that necessarily true. I think that’s our as-
sumption so often.

I'll also say another element to this is you do have China and
other countries that are in Africa, that we absolutely have to have
this presence there.

I'm a hundred percent for total engagement. But I think we
should also look at where we are achieving things and where we
are not achieving things, or what is it that we’re achieving, and
how are measuring, and so forth.

But I know of your trip there last year. I think it was a great
trip. And again, very, very high marks from me to all the USDA
employees I've met, not just in Africa, but all over the world. They
are really, where they need to be. They are on the ground with the
people, making a difference.
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Secretary VILSACK. Thank you.

Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Kaptur. Sorry.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for an extra
round of questioning.

THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

I wanted to ask, on the infrastructure program for TEFAP, that
the continuing resolution cut $6 million from: Could any of you
clarify for me what does that mean in terms of the ability to deliver
food at the local level?

And also, have you considered ever using USDA’s authority to
help your CSFP distribution sites, and food banks that receive
TEFAP, procure fuel at a more competitive price, and bid on vehi-
cles that they use, which are dilapidated and old, and they’re not
green—that’s for sure—to somehow at their national meetings
gather them, and figure out a way to use the meager dollars they
have more efficiently?

Secretary VILSACK. That’s a very good idea. And I don’t know
that we have necessarily encouraged that kind of thought process.
But that is something that we’ll certainly take back and encourage.

When I think of the infrastructure, I most often think of refrig-
eration in the capacity that will adequately store foods. And I think
that’s where a lot of our dollars have gone.

And you know, the reality is, if we didn’t have to do this, we
probably wouldn’t. But the reality is—We’ve got to make choices.
And what we’ve tried to do in this budget—and everyone will have
a problem with it, and everyone will have a problem with any
budget that gets passed—when you're dealing with shared sacrifice
and shared opportunity, it really is tough to get the priorities right.

We did our best effort here to try to balance those priorities. But
when you, something’s got to give. And that, unfortunately, is one
area, where we felt we could give a little in the short term to try
to get ourselves back on track.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

You might also interview the places that distribute these com-
modities on their energy bills, and see if there is a way that some
of the energy systems that Secretary Chu is looking at, and some
of the programs that Secretary Solis has, for green energy installa-
tion couldn’t help some of these places reduce their overhead long-
term, because they do pay significant bills at the local level.

Again, I have this question of, you know, can bulk whenever,
bulk purchase of something save money? Whether it’s windows, you
know, so they’re not leaking heat all the time. You know, how do
we more efficiently handle all of these sites?

We've asked the military to do that. Well, I don’t go to all the
meetings when these folks come into town, and have their national
meetings. But I think it’'s something at least to push the envelope
on, as you move forward.

And thank you for your receptivity there.

MONETIZATION OF COMMODITIES

Could you also answer for me, does USDA do any more monetiza-
tion of commodities under the old Title II, I think it was, you know,
where our bulk commodities were sent to countries, sold, and if it
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didn’t disrupt their internals, use those monies for development? Is
that sort of out the window?

Secretary VILSACK. It is fairly limited, I think. It’s very limited.

Ms. KAPTUR. If you could provide some insight on that, because
we have had surpluses recently. So at least that’s my impression.

Secretary VILSACK. Surpluses of.

Ms. KAPTUR. Of commodities in this country.

Secretary VILSACK. Actually supplies in most cases are very tight
right now.

Ms. KAPTUR. Very tight?

Secretary VILSACK. Yeah. That’s why the prices are high.

Ms. KAPTUR. Okay. Any insight you could provide on that pro-
gram would be greatly appreciated.

[The information from USDA follows:]

The Title I and Title II programs under the Food for Peace Act, and the Food for
Progress program provide commodities to private voluntary organizations, inter-
national organizations, or foreign governments. Most commodities provided under
the Food for Progress program are bulk commodities and are monetized. The Title
II program also provides commodities to be monetized, primarily in non-emergency
development programs, but most Title IT program resources are used for emergency,
direct feeding programs. Monetized sales proceeds support agricultural development,

health, and other development activities. The Title I program of the Food for Peace
Act is not active.

TRADE AGREEMENTS

And then finally, I want to say with the Chairman, I'm very im-
pressed that he has talked about the impact of U.S. programs
abroad and what it does to local people. Our food programs globally
actually, though they are responsible for over half of what’s do-
nated, in one way or another, sort of pale in comparison to many
of the free trade agreements that we sign.

So for example, with Mexico, which continues to vex me, the
NAFTA agreement in 1993 has provided a total of over a trillion
dollars of trade deficit with the nation of Mexico; but one of the
most hidden parts of that agreement that has hurt so greatly on
our continent, are over two million farmers in Mexico, who lost
their land, and they lost their livelihood. They were living in the
Ajito System. It was totally disrupted, as our production was 18
times more efficient more than Mexico’s.

And so the shipment of yellow corn down there wipes out tens
of thousands of farmers, who grew white corn. And I think if there
is a judgment day, I think America will be judged very harshly for
what was done there, and continues until today with the illegal im-
migration we suffer as a result of desperate people, seeking des-
perate means, just to survive.

All the small businesses that were wiped out. That was the most
heartless agreement. And it might have benefitted a few companies
that export, but the harm it did. And all you have to do is read
the headlines about drug trade now. What are people resorting to?
Desperation.

And it is imbedded in that NAFTA agreement, and we refuse to
go back and look at it. And it’s hurting people every day.

And I can tell you there are people that I have personally met,
who have been killed in Mexico, because they tried to deal with the
labor trafficking issue, which is an ugly underbelly of this agree-
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ment. People are trying to survive and being bootlegged, really,
across the continent.

We keep closing our eyes to that.

I hope the Chairman might help this subcommittee be a place
where eyes are opened as to what is really going on down there.
(Iiwish their government cared about their people. Obviously, they

on’t.

But it seems to me we have a responsibility, because we're a
partner to that agreement.

So I thank you very much for being interested in the impacted
programs globally, and would encourage you to include some of
these free trade agreements, and take a close look at them.

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gentlewoman.

And that concludes our hearing. And I don’t know about you, Mr.
Secretary, but all this talk about food has made me hungry.

Thank you very much for being with us.

Secretary VILSACK. Thank you.

Mr. KINGSTON. We are adjourned.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE
QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD
HOUSE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING
MARCH 1, 2011

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN KINGSTON

U.S. FOREST PRODUCTS

Mr. Kingston: Last August, I wrote to Secretary Vilsack about the US
Green Building Council‘s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
rating system. Like many of my colleagues, I believe it discriminates against
American wood products. What changes has USDA made to address this bias
against American wood products?

Response: The Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Forest Service is
promoting the use of domestically grown wood and is working with industry,
government, and academic representatives in the Green Opportunity task group
formed from the USDA Forest Products Lab Coalition for Advanced Wood
Structures. The Forest Service is working with the aforementioned
repraesentatives to build a stronger competitive position that better leverages
green building opportunities for the wood industry.

In light of the concerns around the use of wood that you and others have
raised, I am working to find ways to modify Departmental policy and direction
concerning LEED, and to improve recognition of the lifecycle contributions
presented by a U.S. sustainable wood building and forest products industry. My
goal is to increase the use of sustainably grown, domestically produced wood
products, including wood from the National Forests.

Mr. Kingston: The U.S. wood products industry and small forest
landowners are an integral part of many rural and regional economies. Please
tell me what other things USDA is doing to promote American wood products and
encourage their use as a building material and in other products.

Response: I am committed to encouraging sustainable building
construction and performance throughout the Nation. My goal is to facilitate
sustainable buildings that incorporate sustainable wood products. To this end,
the Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Forest Service is promoting the use of
domestically grown wood and is working with industry, government, and academic
representatives in the Green Opportunity task group formed from the USDA
Forest Products Lab Coalition for Advanced Wood Structures.

As part of an overall strategy to reduce the environmental impact and
improve the sustainability of our buildings, USDA recommended in the December
31, 2009 USDA Sustainable Buildings Implementation Plan that USDA agencies
"use LEED [U.S. Green Building Council Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design], another third party certification process, as a USDA-wide design and
construction, and leasing standard, for all new construction and leasing
actions." In doing so, USDA is following Presidential Executive Qrder 13514:
Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance.

However, as mentioned above, LEED alone will not get us far enough in
the pursuit of sustainable wood construction that supports forest landowners
and the use of the United States forest and wood products. I am working to
find ways to modify Departmental policy and direction concerning LEED, and to
improve recognition of the lifecycle contributions presented by a U.S.
sustainable wood building and forest products industry. My goal is to increase
the use of sustainably grown, domestically produced wood products, including
wood from the National Forests.
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE RESEARCH

Mr. Kingston: USDA’s National Institute of Food and Agriculture has six
priority areas for its primary competitive grant program: 1) plant health and
production and plant products; 2) animal health and production and animal
products; 3) food safety, nutrition and health; 4) renewable energy, natural
resources and environment; 5) agriculture systems and technology; and 6)
agriculture economics and rural communities. Yet, many farm and nutrition
groups insist that USDA isn’t meeting their research needs. This is not
solely a question of funding. What is USDA doing to ensure that it is meeting
the research needs of the food and agriculture community?

Response: NIFA and USDA invest considerable time seeking and obtaining
stakeholder input regarding the nation’s agricultural research priorities.
Input comes from formal listening sessions, conferences, outside
organizations, and advisory groups such as the National Agricultural Research,
Extension, Education, and Economics Advisory Board. Moreover, each reqguest
for applications that NIFA publishes requests feedback and comments on the
program and its priorities. As a result of this input, constant adjustments
are being made to our programs. While AFRI cannot address every need of every
constituent, great care is taken to ensure that the Department’s available
resources are directed toward the nation’s highest priorities. AFRI has five
major focus areas: renewable energy, climate change, food safety, human
nutrition and obesity, and worid food security.

RISING FARMLAND PRICES

Mr. Kingston: Over the past six months, news outlets have reported on
rising farmland prices. Many articles have speculated that there are a lot of
similarities between today and the 1980s. The chairman of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation also has spoken on this. TIs USDA, particularly the Farm
Service Agency’s farm loan program staff, prepared for this should it come
true? Does USDA have any thoughts about the situation?

Response: The Farm Service Agency's (FSA)} farm loan program staff
continues to monitor the rising farmland values and commodity prices and their
potential impact on the Agency's loan portfolio. While there are certainly
similarities between current conditions and those experienced in the 1980’s,
the Agency does not face the same level of credit risk. FSA strengthened its
credit standards in response to the farm crisis of the 1980's. In addition,
FSA loan officials use conservative price estimates when developing cash flow
projections and land values are determined by outside, professional
appraisers. Additionally, in 2004, FSA implemented a state-of-the-art credit
analysis system. This system provides robust analytical capabilities, such as
stress testing, that allow FSA to proactively manage the loan portfolio.
Furthermore, it should be noted that, in general, farmers are much less highly
leveraged today than they were in the 1980’s and, therefore, more able to
weather a downturn in the agricultural markets. In fact, in February 2011,
Thomas Hoening, President of the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City testified
before the Senate Agriculture Committee, noting that “farm leverage ratios are
at historic lows.”

RENEWABLE ENERGY

Mr. Kingston: Last fall, USDA made an announcement to allow the Rural
Energy for America Program (REAP) to be used to build infrastructure - pumps
at gas stations - to support the ethanol industry. Yet, REAP was created to
provide competitive grants to agricultural producers and rural small
businesses to become more energy efficient and to use renewable energy
technologies and resources. How does USDA justify this change? Please
explain USDA’s renewable energy strategy. There are six agencies within USDA
funding similar projects. Why is there so much duplication?
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Response: The Department continues to administer all Title IX programs
to meet their intended purposes -- greater energy independence and security,
an improved rural economy, and a healthier national envircnment. Higher
blends of ethanol in the Nation’s fuel supply lead directly to more jobs in
rural areas, enhanced farm and forestry income, and significantly reduced
greenhouse gas emissions.

Delivery of higher fuel blends to satisfy the Renewable Fuel Standard 2
{RFS2) mandates and meet the demands of millions of FlexFuel vehicles on the
road today, and in the national fleet tomorrow, requires greater access to
renewable fuels. Accordingly, the Department is exploring policy options to
increase the number of delivery points and volume sold of these higher fuel
blends to reduce our nation’s dependence on foreign oil, to grow our rural
economy, and improve our environment.

As you note, the Department’s suite of energy programs have been
allocated across several agencies. This approach allows the Department to
take maximum advantage of the technical expertise that each agency possesses.
In addition, I have created an Energy Council, comprised of myself and sub-
cabinet members from the respective mission areas within the Department. The
Energy Council promotes coordination and collaboration across the Department
to ensure a comprehensive energy strategy is in place. In addition, I have
created an Energy Council Coordination Committee (ECCC) with the
responsibility for the day-to-day coordination of all energy programs and
related activities among USDA mission areas and agencies. ECCC members are
appointed by the respective Energy Council members. The ECCC meets on a weekly
basis to ensure USDA energy programs and related activities are being
coordinated. One of the responsibilities of the ECCC is to assure there is no
duplication of funding within the various USDA mission areas and that USDA
programs/activities complement one another.

In the 21st century, America faces challenges to increase energy
security, protect our environment, and create jobs to boost our economy. The
Department 1s working every day in every way to encourage and support the
development, production, and delivery of clean, renewable, domestically
produced energy in rural America. Our efforts cover the entire renewable
energy supply chain: research and development activities; financial assistance
to agriculture and forest producers for raising and harvesting energy crops;
financing biorefineries that will produce renewable sources of fuel and power;
and providing technical and financial assistance to agricultural producers and
rural small businesses to assist them in becoming more energy efficient.

PIGFORD IL/WIC UNOBLIGATED BALANCES

Mr. Kingston: Congress passed the Claims Resolution Act of 2010 to fund
the settlements costs due to African American and Native American farmers and
ranchers. I would like to focus on the $562 million rescission offered up by
USDA to help offset the costs of the settlement. First, why did USDA offer up
funding from the Women, Infant and Children Nutrition program? Secondly, did
UsDA notify the Appropriations Committee of this action before or after it
proceeded? I1f so, please provide a copy of that notification for the record.

Response: As a routine practice, the Department provides information on
unobligated balances to Congress when requested. No specific offer was
provided regarding funding from the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants and Children program 39; the ij% rd.sertlement costs. .

jfLE}?- IATESTR g e SR

SINGLE FOOD SAFETY AGENCY

. K ESRI

Mr. Kingston: At this time we are in great need of increased efficiency
within the government. Is it time for a single food safety agency? Please
provide details on where USDA conducts similar activities as those in sister
Agencies both inside and outside of the Department.
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CLERK’S NOTE:

The resgponse provided by the USDA does not address the guestion posed by the
Chairman. The Chairman asked why WIC funding was offered up as an offset and
the USDA did not respond. The Chairman asked if the USDA notified the
Committee before the USDA proceeded and the USDA did not respond to the
question.
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Response: The Administration is committed to deficit reduction, and I
am confident we can work together on fiscal responsibility without
compromising the safety of our nation’s food supply.

Since 2009, Health and Human Services Secretary Kathleen Sebelius and I
have been co-chairing the President’s Food Safety Working Group to improve
coordination on food safety efforts throughout the government. Whether or not
we need a single agency, we do need to function as one food safety system, and
that is why the Food Safety Working Group is working toward a new, public
health-focused approach to food safety based on three core principles:
prioritizing prevention; strengthening surveillance and enforcement; and
improving response and recovery.

In addition to establishments that produce meat, poultry, and processed
egg products under FSIS’ sole jurisdiction, FSIS inspection program personnel
perform inspection, verification, and enforcement activities in establishments
that operate under the jurisdiction of both FSIS and the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA}, known as dual jurisdiction establishments (DJEs). For
example, a DJE might produce and ship both a spaghetti sauce with meat {under
FSIS jurisdiction) and a spaghetti sauce without meat (under FDA
jurisdiction). 1In an effort to increase cooperation among Federal agencies
responsible for food safety, FDA and FSIS entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) in 1998 regarding the sharing of information in a DJE.
Under the MOU, FSIS and FDA communicate about findings of hazardous,
contaminated, or mislabeled foods and about processes that may result in
contamination, recalls, or evidence of tampering in DJEs. We continue to work
together to ensure that each Agency’s resources and experience is used
efficiently, and duplication of inspection effort is avoided.

US SCHOOLS CHALLENGE/LET'S MOVE INITIATIVES

Mr. Kingston: Can you explain the goals and the expected outcome of
USDA‘s U.S. Schools Challenge, including the First Lady’s Let’s Move!
Initiative? How much is in the budget for each of these initiatives? How
much is being spent in fiscal year 20112

Response: The overarching goal of USDA’s HealthierUS School Challenge
{HUSSC) is to improve the health of the Nation’s children by promoting
healthier school environments. To help meet the goal, USDA recognizes schools
that have made changes to improve the quality of the foods served, provide
opportunities for physical activity, and provide nutrition education and
physical education for students. Four levels of superior performance are
awarded. Schools achieving HUSSC status are awarded a recognition certificate
and banner and a monetary incentive of $500 for Bronze, $1000 for Silver,
$1500 for Gold and $2000 for Gold of Distinction. In February 2010, the First
Lady committed USDA to meet a goal of 1250 HUSSC schools by June 2011 and 1000
additional schools for each of the following two years. USDA’s FY 2011
funding, under the Continuing Resolution, remains at the FY 2010 level,
$699,000. The FY 2012 President’s Budget requests an $801,000 increase for a
total of $1.5 million for USDA to support this important initiative to improve
the health of our children. All of USDA's existing Child Nutrition Programs
support the First Lady’s initiative. The HUSSC is just one of the key
components of the First Lady’s Let’'s Move! Initiative to raise a healthier
generation of children.

UNAUTHORIZED PROGRAMS

Mr. Kingston: How many programs are requested in the budget for which
an authorization for the program does not exist? Which ones? How many
requests are there in the budget that exceeds the authorized amount for the
program? Which ones?
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Response: For all practical purposes, there are no programs requested
in the budget for which an authorization for the program does not exist or
exceed the authorized amount for the program.

FOOD LABELING INITIATIVE

Mr. Kingston: In December 2009, USDA, the Food and Drug Administration,
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and the Federal Trade
Commission released guidelines for food advertising to children and teens.
The guidelines applied nutrition criteria to advertising. If the food
industry applied the December 2009 guidelines, it anticipates that spaghetti
and meatballs, a peanut butter and jelly sandwich, most soups, most salad
dressings, yogurt, most breakfast cereals, including Cheerios, would be banned
from thousands of televisions shows. What actions has USDA taken regarding
these guidelines since 2009? Wwhat is the status of these guidelines? Wwhat
actions do USDA and its partner agencies in this effort anticipate taking in
the future regarding the advertising of food products to children and teens?

Regponse: The 2009 Omnibus Appropriations Act included a provision
calling for FTC to establish an Interagency Working Group on Food Marketing to
Children, made up of members from FDA, CDC, USDA, and FTC. The charge to the
FTC-led Working Group, which officially convened in May 2009, was to conduct a
study and develop recommendations for voluntary standards for the marketing of
food targeted to children ages 17 years old or younger. In light of the
increasing trends for childhood obesity, the Working Group was directed to
congider positive and negative contributions of nutrients, ingredients, and
food, including calories, portion size, saturated fat, trans fat, sodium,
added sugars, and the presence of nutrients, fruits, vegetables, and whole
grains, to the diets of children. The scope of the media to which such
recommendations apply also had to be determined. The guidance provided to the
Working Group was to complete its work and deliver by July 2010 a report
containing its findings and recommendations. Further guidance was to ensure
public input on the proposed recommendations for the voluntary standards.

Over the past 20 months, the FTC-led Working Group has actively met
regularly to assess the science, examine the components of voluntary efforts
employed by various organizations already, and thought through scenarios
related to individual foods and foods marketed as meals. FTC held a public
meeting to gather input on initial thinking of the Working Group in December
2009. Based on input from that meeting, the Working Group continued to define
nutritional principles and criteria to meet the charge. Delays were
encountered with the need to perform complex food modeling exercises to test
the effects of potential criteria on foods currently marketed to children
younger than 17, as well as work through approaches for marketing individual
foods and multi-component meals. Such analyses helped assure that there was a
common-sense approach to allowing healthier versions of foods, e.g., no-salt
peanut butter and low fat vogurt, to be advertised.

The FTC-led Working Group is nearing completion of a set of
recommendations for proposed voluntary nutrition principles to guide industry
self-regulatory efforts to improve the nutritional profile of foods that are
most heavily marketed to children. The recommendations include nutrition
principles and nutrient criteria for deciding what foods are eligible for
marketing, as well as proposed definitions of marketing activities targeting
children and adolescents to which the nutrition principles would apply. Under
FIC’'s lead, the recommendations will be made public later in spring 2011 for
comment on the criteria and the impact that they are likely to have on
children’s food marketing and their diets if fully implemented. The Working
Group will consider the input in developing it final recommendations to
Congress.
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FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS WITH SOQUTH KOREA, PANAMA AND COLUMBIA

Mr. Kingston: Congress is expected to consider free trade agreements
(FTAs) signed by the Bush Administration with South Korea, Panama, and
Colompia. If and when submitted, these trade agreements will be debated under
trade promotion authority, or fast-track rules, designed to expedite
congressional consideration.

The U.S.-South Korea FTA would be the most commercially significant for
U.S. agriculture since the NAFTA took effect with Mexico in 1994. Because
Colombia, one of the largest markets in South America, imposes a high level of
border protection on agricultural imports, the Colombia FTA has the potential
to noticeably increase U.S. agricultural exports. Though Panama is
a relatively small market, U.S. exporters would have opportunities to make
additional sales.

We’ve all heard the statistics on what passage of free trade agreements
(FTA) with South Korea, Colombia, and Panama could mean for American
agricultural exports, potentially pushing an additional $3 billion into the US
economy. How are American farmers and producers negatively impacted by the
inability to move these agreements? What is USDA doing to change that?

Response: The Department of Agriculture has always been and continues to
be a strong supporter of the signed U.S. trade agreements with South Korea,
panama, and Colombia, as all three will deliver meaningful benefits to U.S.
agriculture. USDA took a very active role in finding an acceptable solution
for the Korea agreement resulting in a positive annocuncement by President
Obama in December 2010. Even though the issues that are currently standing in
the way of Congressional approval of the Colombia and Panama agreements are
not related to agriculture, the Department has continued to be a strong
advocate for approval of both agreements.

South Korea, Colombia, and Panama have all finalized free trade
agreements (FTAs) with important competitors of the United States. With Korea
poised to implement its trade agreement with the European Union this coming
July, absent the approval and implementation of the U.S.-Korea agreement, we
can expect to see an erosion in our market share, which stood at 30 percent in
2010, negatively affecting a wide range of agricultural products as the
Europeans gain preferential access. In the case of Colombia, this is already
happening. From 2006-2008, the United States held a market share in Colombia
of 45 percent. However, after Colombia implemented the Colombia-MERCOSOR
trade agreement in 2009, providing the key competitors of Argentina and Brazil
with preferential access over the United States, the U.S. market share fell to
28 percent in 2009, and further declined to 21 percent in 2010. 1In fact,
Argentina is now Colombia’s largest supplier of agricultural products with a
28 percent market share in 2010. The growth of Argentina’s market share has
come directly at the expense of the United States in head-to-head competition
in key commodities - corn, soybean meal, and soybeans.

TARIFFS ON AMERICAN PRODUCTS

Mr. Kingston: Not only are we losing out on the opportunity to increase
agricultural exports by opening these markets, American farmers are losing
market share due to competing countries’ more aggressive trade agendas.
Canada is an example. The duty on frozen potatoes goes to zero upon
implementation of Canada‘s FTA with Panama on July 1 of this year. American
exporters will continue to pay the 20 percent tariff. This leaves American
farmers and processors with two choices: eat the tariff in order to not lose
their Panamanian customers, or lose market share. Once a market is lost, it
becomes extremely difficult to get it back. Pork, poultry, dairy and beef
producers, among others, all stand to gain if and when the FTA with Panama
gets done. What is USDA‘s position on this situation and how can it be
remedied?
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Response: The Department of Agriculture is a strong supporter of the
U.S.~Panama Trade Promotion Agreement (PTPA). Implementation of the PTPA will
make duty-free trade a two-way street, and is another key building block in
the U.S. strategy to advance free trade within the Western Hemisphere.
Currently, Panama’s average agricultural tariff rate is 15 percent, but many
key U.S. export products face much higher rates. Tariffs on meat can be as
high as 70 percent, grain tariffs as high as 90 percent, and Panama’s tariff
on chicken leg guarters is 260 percent. In contrast, more than 99 percent of
Panamanian exports to the United States enter duty free under the Caribbean
Basin Initiative (CBI) that was passed by Congress in 1983. USDA does not
want to see any U.S. agricultural exports suffer due to preferential tariffs
afforded to our competitors and will actively work with Panama to address this
issue.

AGRICULTURAL TRADE/EXPORTS

Mr. Kingston: Agricultural exports appear to be one bright spot in the
U.S. econonmy. On a calendar year basis, the value of U.S. exports in 2010
hit a new record. Secretary Vilsack announced two weeks ago that U.S.
agriculture exports are expected to grow by 25 percent in value and 10 percent
in volume during this current fiscal year. This will be guite impressive if
all turns out as predicted.

The President announced a new initiative called the National Export
Initiative last year. So even without the full implementation of President
Obama's Initiative, we are on a record pace. We will certainly evaluate the
propoged increase for the National Export Initiative of $20 million, but how
does the Administration think it can double U.S. agricultural exports by the
end of 20142

Response: As the lead agency for trade matters in USDA, FAS will work
with and through U.S. farm groups, State departments of agriculture and State
regional trade groups (SRTGs), agricultural and industry organizations, and
other USDA agencies to draw on all available expertise to maximize the
positive ilmpacts of the National Export Initiative (NEI) to support the
doubling of exports by 2014.

There is a unique partnership between FAS and U.S. agricultural trade
through non-profit organizations called foreign market development
cooperators. This partnership is perhaps one of the most successful
public/private partnerships in the U.S. government. For almost 60 years, this
relationship has facilitated billions of dollars worth of agricultural exports
and created thousands of jobs. Cooperators and FAS jointly fund activities to
increase the demand for U.S. agricultural exports by targeting consumers,
processors, distributors and importers. Cooperators work very closely with
FAS’ Agricultural Trade Offices in many countries around the world. This
partnership is instrumental in continuing to develop new markets and the
maintenance of developed markets. For example, FAS and U.S. cooperators have
been extremely active in China for the last 20 years. China recently became
our most important agricultural export market, with sales valued at over $20
billion in 2010. In fact, U.§. agricultural exports to China have more than
doubled in just 3 years.

Ninety-five percent of all U.S. agricultural trade (exports and imports)
are among World Trade Organization (WTO) members and fall under the
obligations of WI'O agreements or FTAs. These agreements cover issues such as
labeling, licensing, import duties, sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS)
requirements, rules of origin, and tariff-rate quota administration. 1In
unveiling the NEI, the Administration specially targeted enforcement of trade
agreements as a necessary step to reaching the goal of doubling U.S. exports
and supporting two million jobs. USDA’s compliance program focuses on various
approaches; technical interventions involving information exchange between
U.8. and foreign regulatory agencies; technical assistance through targeted
capacity building programs; diplomatic or political interventions; and formal,
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multilateral intervention through WT0O committees, highlighting compliance
issues. Using these tools, USDA officials will focus enforcement efforts in
key countries such as Canada, Mexico, Japan, China, the European Union,
Indonesia and South Korea, taking full advantage of the WTO SPS Agreement and
the Technical Barriers to Trade Agreement, as well as U.S. FTAs.

TRADE WITH CHINA

Mr. Kingston: TIf we think exports will double by the end of 2014, USDA
has to make sure there is a fair and balanced approach in these foreign trade
relationships. One example is with our beef and poultry trade with China.
wWhen it comes to the importation of Chinese poultry into the U.S. and other
foreign interests such as catfish, USDA is bending over backwards to move
things along. However, the Chinese are not giving the same level of effort
for U.S. beef exports. How long is the Administration going to put up with
the Government of China‘s delay in allowing U.S. beef exports?

Response: China is a key market for U.S. exports. Those exports are
generating jobs in every corner of the United States and across every major
sector. It is for this reason that USDA will continue a dialogue with our
Chinese counterparts. Our goal has been and will continue to be securing
greater access to this growing market for beef, as well as other agricultural
products.

USDA and U. S. Trade Representative {(USTR) officials met several times
in 2010 with counterparts in China to resume U.S. beef access negotiations.
These efforts culminated in a delegation to Beijing in January 2011 led by
USTR's Chief Agricultural Negotiator and USDA’s Farm and Foreign Agricultural
Services Under Secretary and including technical experts from APHIS, Food and
Drug Administration, FSIS, and FAS. While an agreement has not yet been
achieved, the January meetings were important in establishing clarity on
conditions needed by both countries for trade to resume, after a stall in
negotiations dating back to 2007. It is USDA and USTR’s intention to build on
these extensive discussions with China throughout 2011 in efforts to resolve
this longstanding trade issue.

INDIA

Mr. Kingston: Secretary Vilsack traveled with President Obama to India
this past November. India has a population of about 1.2 billion people and
accounts for roughly 18 percent of the world’s population. India does not
even make the top fifteen recipients of U.S. agricultural exports. Why hasn’t
USDA done more to ensure the sale of greater amounts of U.S. agricultural
products to India?

Response: We have been aggressively pursuing market access in India for
U.S. products such as dairy. poultry, pork, pet food, and barley. OQver the
last 2 years, we have had numerous technical and high-level political
discussions with our Indian counterparts, including during the President’s
vigit. And while progress on many key issues has been painfully slow, U.S.
agricultural exports to India are growing. In 2010, our exports increased
almost 10 percent over the prior year, reaching $773 million. This follows an
increase of 40 percent in 2009. We are seeing record sales in U.S. almonds,
apples, and soybean o0il to India. In addition, we are actively encouraging
many new-to-market products such as pecans, pistachios and cherries through
UsDA-endorsed trade shows and the Emerging Markets Program. We are also very
pleased to report that the Indian government recently reduced import tariffs
on pistachios, cranberries, and raisins; an action that we have sought for
some time and that will help our bilateral trade balance.

FOOD, NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES

Mr. Kingston: What are the expected participation levels for the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Special Supplemental
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Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), and Commodity
Supplemental Food Program (CSFP) estimated for FY 2011 and FY 2012, and how
does that compare to the FY 2010 participation? Provide detailed breakdown of
WIC participation by women, infants, and children.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]

Participation (000s) Percentage Change
from FY 2010

Program FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2012
SNAP (per month) 40,302 45,005 44,981 11.7% 11.6%
CSFP 519 605 605 16.6% 16.6%
WIC {per month) 9,175 9,331 9,613 1.7% 4.8%
Women 2,138 2,175 2,240 1.7% 4.8%
Infants 2,174 2,211 2,278 1.7% 4.8%
Children 4,863 4,945 5,095 1.7% 4.8%

SPECTIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN

Mr. Kingston: Wwhat methodologies is the Department using to estimate
WIC demand?

Response: There are primarily three elements that must be estimated in
order to determine program need in WIC: participation, food costs, and the
national average per participant grant (AGP} for costs of nutrition services
and administration incurred by State and local agencies. To estimate
participation growth from year to year, FNS first evaluates growth rates in
recent years, and establishes a baseline for growth from the prior year to the
current year, and then to the budget year. The baseline is typically based on
a multi-year average of the actual growth in participation in recent years.
FNS also looks at other periods when economic conditions were similar to the
current environment (e.g., similar unemployment and economic growth), and
evaluates the changes in participation that occurred during those periods.

FNS uses that data to adjust the baseline growth rates as needed.

To estimate the food package costs, the various elements of the food
package are weighted based on their relative contribution to the food package
costs in order to inflate the food package costs from year to year. ERS
provides estimates for food cost inflation from the prior year to the current
year, and the Thrifty Food Plan is used to inflate food costs from the current
year to the budget year.

Per gsection 17(h) (1) (B} of the Child Nutrition Act of 1066, the AGP is
determined by inflating the amount of the AGP for the prior year using the
State and Local Expenditure Index.

Other adjustments are made as needed, based on changes in the program,
either through changes in the authorizing statute or other changes within
current law.

SNAP

Mr. Kingston: How many people does USDA estimate are eligible for the
SNAP, but are not participating? Specifically, how many or what percentage of
senior participants enrolled in CSFP are eligible for Food Stamps but do not
participate?
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Response: The most recent study of SNAP eligibility and participation
rates showed that in FY 2008, on average about 41 million people were eligible
for SNAP nationwide and about 27 million participated for a participation rate
of 67 percent. Therefore, about 14 million eligible people did not participate
in SNAP in an average month.

While USDA does not have recent data on this particular issue, a 2008
study by the Urban Institute estimated that in 2003, about 48 percent of CSFP~
eligible seniors (in CSFP states) were eligible for SNAP but not enrolled.

The study did not determine what the rates of SNAP eligibility and
participation were among CSFP enrollees, however.

Mr. Kingston: Provide specific examples of the initiatives that have
been launched to help make sure that those who are eligible for food stamps
know that they can participate. How much did USDA spend on these initiatives
in fiscal year 2009 and 20107 What is the projected expenditure level in
fiscal years 2011 and 20127 What work is being done with any other federal
agency to educate the public on eligibility, specifically Health and Human
Services?

Response: The Department of Agriculture is firmly committed to
facilitating access to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program {SNAP) to
those who are eligible but not participating. Through its outreach efforts,
the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) works with State and local agencies,
advocates, employers, neighborhood and faith-based organizations, and others
to reach out to eligible low-income people who are not currently participating
in SNAP and to share information about the nutrition benefits of SNAP. FNS
engages in the following outreach efforts:

e National Media Campaign: The goals of the national media campaign are
to position SNAP as a nutrition assistance program, help overcome
stigma, teach potential applicants where and how to apply, and highlight
FNS’ commitment to ensure that all eligible people receive benefits with
dignity and respect. In FY 2011, radio buys will air in 9 media markets
with low SNAP participation.

e The USDA National Hunger Clearinghouse: The USDA National Hunger
Clearinghouse collects and maintains contact and program information
about Federal, State and local non-profit organizations and government
agencies that provide food assistance programs and other social
services. Individuals can search the online database or call a toll-
free hotline to find assistance in their community. The hotline
receives approximately 900 calls per month and is promoted by FNS
community partners throughout the country.

® Hunger-Free Community Grants: Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack
announced a series of new initiatives in February 2011 aimed at helping
communities increase food access by promoting coordination and
partnerships between public, private and non-profit partners. USDA will
invest $4.98 million in grants from FY2010 funds to support 14
communities in eight states to end hunger and improve the nutrition of
low-income Americans.

* Toll Free Information Line: FNS continues to provide a toll free
information line in Bnglish and Spanish for low-income people to learn
more about SNAP including how to apply. Callers can listen to recorded
information, obtain referrals to their States for more direct help and
information, and request a packet of information by leaving a mailing
address with an operator. During FY 2010, 61,722 packets of information
were distributed to toll-free number callers.
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Pre-screening Tool: Fnglish and Spanish versions of the online pre-
screening tool tell users if they might be eligible for benefits and
estimates the amount of benefits they might receive. Where available,
the site links the user to a State’s pre-screening tool, which can
incorporate State-specific policies. The FNS tool also links users to
httop://www.GovBenefits.cov to find out if they might be eligible for
other benefit programs.

Toalkits: Qutreach toolkits provide ideas and resource materials to help
State and local partners implement effective localized outreach
campaigns that reinforce national messages. In FY 2010, six new
chapters were developed for the outreach toolkits. The new chapters
provided guidance on the evaluation of projects, utilizing trusted
community messengers in outreach efforts, introduction to social media,
outreach to senior populations, and a guide on how to develop local SNAP
materials and a Spanish language glossary.

Outreach Materials: FNS continued to distribute English and Spanish
educational and outreach materials, such as brochures, posters and
flyers, at no cost to State and local agencies and other organizations.
In FY 2010, approximately 561,000 items were shipped each month. In
addition, FNS assessed the need for and initiated development of
additional products to increase nutrition preogram participation among
low-income Hispanic and older American populations, the homeless, and
individuals newly impacted by the current economy. Several updated and
new publications, including the How to Get Food Help: A Guide to FNS
Programs, SNAP Myths, and a SNAP Guide for Seniors will be available to
download and corder on the FNS website at no cost.

Access Reviewsg: FNS conducts program access reviews of local SNAP
offices each fiscal year to provide oversight of State Agency operations
of the Program to ensure compliance with national standards, minimize
barriers to participation, identify best practices or ways to improve
customer service and provide technical assistance to States.

Outreach Coalition: FNS continued to manage and support an Outreach
Coalition comprised of community leaders, community action agencies,
hunger adveocacy organizations, faith-based groups, individuals, food
banks, university extension programs, and other groups or individuals
interested in giving potentially eligible non-participants the tools to
make an informed decisions about applying for nutrition assistance. 1In
FY 2010, membership in the Outreach Coalition experienced a significant
increase due to concerns about eliminating hunger within the nation’s
communities. The Coalition participated in webinars on increasing
participation in the Summer Food Service Program and SNAP Qutreach in
Your Community. In addition, the Hunger Champion Award and Golden
Grocer Award programs were revived to honor local offices and retailers
who provided exemplary ocutreach in their communities.

State Outreach Plang: States have the option of providing outreach as
part of thelr program operations, and FNS reimburses up to 50 percent of
the allowable administrative costs for these activities. At the end of
FY 2010, 38 States had approved outreach plans and an additional eight
States alsoc performed outreach activities,

Program Participation Grants: The 2008 Farm Bill authorizes up to $5
million in grants each year, Participation grants have been awarded each
year since fiscal year 2003. The grants are targeted to State agencies,
public health or educational entities, or private nonprofit entities
such as community-based or faith-based organizations, food banks, or
other emergency feeding organizations. The goal of the program
participation grants is to encourage participation by eliminating
barriers caused by the complexity of application and certification
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procedures. This year’s grants focused on supporting partnerships
between SNAP and private non-profit organizations and on applying
process improvement processes to States’ operational systems.

Since fiscal year 2001, $10 million per year has been made available
through the budget to FNS for the purpose of conducting national efforts to
share messages about the nutrition benefits of SNAP. This charge specifically
includes outreach projects targeted to non-participating eligible low income
people and nutrition education projects to reinforce healthy eating messages
among low income people eligible for or already participating in the Program.

In fiscal year 2010, FNS committed $1.5 million each year to national
nutrition education efforts leaving $8.5 million for access, outreach and
public education. Initiatives using the $8.5 million in annual funding for
outreach, access, and public education are designed to facilitate, complement,
and supplement State and local efforts. FNS expects to continue these efforts
in fiscal years 2011 and 2012.

States devote considerable administrative funding resources to outreach,
access and nutrition education. The Federal government reimburses half of
these State administrative costs since they are routine administrative
expenses of the program. As noted above, at the end of FY 2010, 38 States
had approved outreach plans and an additional eight States also performed
outreach activities.

FNS is committed to educating the public on SNAP eligibility by improving
communication and collaboration efforts with other Federal agencies and
departments. FNS is collaborating with Health and Human Services (HHS), on a
number of initiatives:

* Affordable Care Act (ACA): FNS and the Centers for Medicaid and
Medicare Services are working in collaboration with States on a model
joint application for these key programs with a future goal of using it
as a basis for a joint online application. FNS coordinated a
teleconference for State SNAP officials on changes in Medicaid and the
role of the State Exchanges. As ACA implementation moves forward, FNS
will consider how Medicaid policies align with SNAP and look for
opportunities for coordination. There are an estimated 4 million SNAP
recipients who are not now on Medicaid who will become eligible for
Medicaid in 2014. FNS participates in the Health Information Technology
workgroup sponsored by HHS. This workgroup focuses on how to facilitate
the process of enrolling in Federal and State health and human service
programs.

¢ Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP) eligibility: State agencies
can automatically enroll eligikle children in CHIP based on information
in SNAP case files. This is particularly successful in States where
different agencies administer SNAP and CHIP.

e Medicare's Extra Help: FNS awarded grants to three States to help boost
SNAP participation among Medicare's Extra Help population. Such programs
expand access to more people who may not realize they are eligible for
SNAP benefits.

e Healthy Food Financing Initiative: USDA is working with HHS and Treasury
on this $400 million partnership to bring grocery and other healthy food
retailers to underserved urban and rural areas. The initiative would
reach nearly 24 million Americans who live in food deserts.

¢ Administration on Aging {(AoclA): FNS and the AoA’s National Council on
Aging (NCOA) are developing a pilot project in Pennsylvania to use SNAP
pre-screening and Medicare Part D/Extra Help application data to enroll
participants in SNAP. In addition, FNS is working to integrate SNAP
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outreach into local Area Agencies on Aging (AAA) and Aging and
Disability Resource Centers (ADRCs) across the country.

¢« Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR): In FY 2011, FNS presented SNAP
access eligibility information to HHS grantees at the Annual Refugee
Agriculture Partnership Program and at the National Consultation.
Additionally, consultation and referrals on specific program access
issues are provided throughout the year.

¢ Prisoner Reentry: FNS staff is participating in a workgroup lead by the
Attorney General with the mission of coordinating across Federal
agencies to better address the needs of individuals returning to their
communities after prison. This is a wide ranging group that includes
members from 16 other Federal agencies, including HHS.

ERROR RATES

Mr. Ringston: Tell the Committee what USDA is doing to reduce SNAP and
WIC error rates and improper payments.

Regponse: As a State-managed Federal program, SNAP is administered at
the local level by various State agencies. FNS has worked diligently with our
State partners for more than 30 years to help them reduce error rates and
improper payments in the Program. In 1981 the aggregate State error rate for
the nation was 12.4 percent. By 1991 the error rate had dropped to 9.3
percent. In the ensuing years, the Program error rate has continued to
decline. The 2009 error rate came in at 4.36 percent, which is the lowest
error rate ever achieved. This has been accomplished during a period when
participation numbers have constantly increased, and currently are at the
highest levels in history.

FNS continues to work with our State partners to further reduce improper
payments in the Program and to improve State error rates. The long term level
of excellence has traditionally been considered to be 6 percent. This level
has been exceeded and now lower targets have been established to encourage
States to further improve payment accuracy. We continue to strive to improve
by emphasizing the established need for balance between Program integrity and
access.

Program regulations require State agencies to analyze data to develop
corrective action plans to reduce or eliminate program deficiencies. A State
with a high error rate must develop a Quality Control corrective action plan
to address such deficiencies. A State with an excessive error rate will be
required to invest a specific amount (depending on its error rate and size)
designated specifically to correct and lower its error rate. The State will
also face further fiscal penalties if it fails to lower its error rate in a
future fiscal vear.

Specific strategies designed to help States prevent erroneous payments
include the following:

¢ FNS, through its regional offices, works directly with States to

impart the importance of payment accuracy and correct payments to
State leadership and to assist them in developing effective
corrective action strategies to reduce payment errors. Regional
offices provide many forms of technical assistance to States, such
as:

o BAnalyzing data,

o Reviewing and monitoring corrective action plans,

o Developing strategies for error reduction and corrective

action,
o Participating on boards and in work groups, and
o Hosting, attending and supporting payment accuracy conferences.
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e FNS administers a State Exchange Program whereby funds are provided
to States to facilitate travel to obtain, observe and share
information on best practices and effective techniques for error
reduction. Coalitions have been formed among states to promote
partnerships, information exchange and collaborative efforts which
address mutual concerns and support development of effective
corrective action.

For the WIC Program, FNS plans to continue periodic examinations of
certification and vendor error in Program, as described below.

¢ Certification Error:

The Child Nutrition Act was amended in 1998 to require income documentation
for WIC Program applicants in all States. The Final WIC Policy Memorandum
#99-4, Strengthening Integrity in the WIC Certification Process, February
24, 1999, the WIC Certification Integrity Interim Rule (65 FR 3375, January
21, 2000) and the WIC Certification Integrity Final Rule (65 FR 77245,
December 11, 2000) implemented this regquirement. The WIC Food Delivery
Final Rule (65 FR 83248, December 29, 2000) mandated one-year
disqualifications for the most serious participant violations, including
dual participation and misrepresentation of income. The WIC Miscellaneous
Final Rule {71 FR 56708, September 27, 2006) required State agencies to
prevent conflicts of interest such as clinic staff certifying themselves,
close friends, or relatives, and also required State agenciles to maintain
information on participant and employee fraud and abuse.

® Vendor Error:

The Child Nutrition Act was amended in 1996 to require the disgualification
of WIC vendors who had been disgualified by the Food Stamp Program (FSP),
and was amended in 1998 to reguire permanent disqualification of vendors
who had been convicted of trafficking and illegal sales. The WIC/FSP
Vendor Disgualification Final Rule (64 FR 13311, March 18, 1999)
implemented these reqguirements and also mandated three-year
disqualifications for overcharging and charging for food not received. The
WIC Food Delivery Final Rule (65 FR 83248, December 29, 2000) mandated
nationwide standards for vendor authorization, training, and monitoring.

FNS will annually estimate and report improper payments to vendors based on
information on vendor investigations routinely conducted by the State WIC
Agencies and reported to FNS.

INTENTIONAL PROGRAM VIOLATIONS

Mr. Kingston: When USDA confirms illegal or improper acts by recipients
or providers in SNAP, WIC or any other nutritional program, please explain why
or how these parties can continue to participate in these programs. Will the
USDA consider debarring providers of nutrition assistance from these programs
if found guilty of violating laws or regulations related to these programs?

Response: The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) has
significant statutory enforcement authority that provides for both temporary
and permanent disqualification of non-compliant authorized retailers; there is
a reciprocal relationship between SNAP and WIC that results in penalties.
However, the Food and Nutrition Service will work closely with the Inspector
General, the Office of Management and Budget, and US$ Department of Agriculture
personnel to satisfy the intent of the suspension and debarment initiative.

We recognize the importance of sharing information on those vendors who
violate program rules with other federal entities who may be considering doing
business with these same vendors.

Our current legislative authority reguires the Agency to conduct
disqualification procedures for non-compliant retailers. This process is
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comprehensive and results in thousands of disqualifications each year as the

Agency takes violations seriously. Nevertheless, FNS will begin preparation

of a plan to implement the intent of the suspension and debarment process to

share disqualified vendors in the Excluded Parties Listing System and provide
access to vendor information for OMB’s Do Not Pay list.

WIC
Mr. Kingston: Provide for the record the projected participation in the
WIC program for fiscal year 2006 and actual for 2005 broken down by women,
infants, and children.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]

FY Women Infants Children TOTAL
2005 1,966,249 2,047,118 4,009,248 | g, 022,615
2006 2,023,309 2,076,216 3,988,479 8,088,005
2007 2,083,271 2,165,568 4,026,410 8,285,249
2008 2,153,192 2,222,462 4,328,857 | g 704,510
2009 2,182,395 2,224,241 4,715,144 19 121,779
2010 2,138,302 2,174,232 4,862,944 | 9 175,478
2011 2,174,545 2,211,085 4,945,370 9,331,000
2012 2,240,264 2,277,908 5,094,828 9,613,000

WIC EBT

Mr. Kingston: Please provide the Department’s plan for transitioning
additional WIC state programs to electronic benefits transfer (EBT). Provide
the Committee with details on WIC’s MIS spending from FY 2008 to FY 2010 and
planned expenditures for FY 2011 and FY 2012. Lastly, provide the Committee
with a detailed explanation as to how the Department is leveraging the SNAP
infrastructure and the existing EBT state efforts that may be used by other
states currently not a participant in EBT.

Response: The Department is aggressively working with State agencies,
food retail vendors and the payments industry to implement WIC EBT nationwide
by 2020. There are currently over 40 State agencies in various stages of WIC
EBT implementation, including conducting planning activities, design and
development, or have completed statewide EBT projects.

We are also working to upgrade State systems and institute technical
standards that will facilitate cost effective transfer of the State-of-the-art
management information systems (MIS) through the State Agency Model funding
process. In addition, we have worked closely with the State agencies and
industry to establish a set of WIC EBT Operating Rules and a Technical
Implementation Guide that we expect all State agencies to adopt as they
implement WIC EBT systems. These efforts greatly facilitate adoption of
common EBT processes across multiple State agencies and establish common
technical reqguirements that can enable adoption of WIC EBT capability in the
retail and payments industries.

A funding summary is outlined below for each fiscal year. Funding for
FY 2011 is year to date; the competitive process for applications is in
process. For FY 2012, we have reflected the budget request. If these amounts
are appropriated, it is expected that the full amounts will be utilized.
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Fiscal Year 2008 Total $9,081,714
WIC EBT $3,890,207
WIC MIS $5,191,507
Fiscal Year 2009 Total $99,885, 846
WIC EBT $11,976,412
WIC MIS $87,909,434
Fiscal Year 2010 Total 330,201,843
WIC EBT $21,716,913
WIC MIS $6,887,018
WIC Technical Standardization $1,597,912
Fiscal Year 2011 Year-to-Date $29,798,157
Fiscal Year 2012 Planned $60,000,000

Since 2002, the Department has initiated and funded several WIC projects
that utilize the online EBT technology and infrastructure that is similar to
the SNAP technology in use today. We have also sponsored development of
technical standards working with the American National Standards Institute
(ANSI) X9 financial payments standards committee. Technical standards are
available for online WIC EBT and smart card EBT. Consequently, there are
presently three online system alternatives available for WIC State agencies to
choose from if they elect to use an online EBT technology. Statewide
operations are now in use in the Michigan, Nevada and Chickasaw Nation.
Kentucky will be statewide by November this year. Michigan and Nevada are
contracting with the SNAP EBT provider and thus share some of the
infrastructure such as the EBT equipment installed in retail vendor locations
that are authorized to accept both WIC and SNAP benefits.

The Department i1s continuing to fund existing State initiatives with EBT
and MIS projects that contribute to additional standardization, and build
infrastructure that will also be used by future State agencies. In the State
Agency Model initiative, we are reguiring that these modern, state-of-the-art
systems support a universal interface to the EBT systems. As a result, other
State agencies that adopt these model systems will be able to implement EBT in
less time and potentially reduced cost. With existing EBT States, we are
funding updates to retail cash register systems that are used in multi-State
retail chain stores as well as electronic cash registers marketed to food
retailers of all sizes nationally.

Mr. Kingston: What types of savings can be achieved by full conversion
to WIC EBT?

Response: We anticipate that some State agencies and WIC food retail
vendors will see savings from the elimination of paper WIC checks or vouchers.
These types of costs may include check stock, printers for local WIC clinics,
bank processing charges and State or local agency staff who monitor the paper
food instrument processes and manage exceptions. Because WIC State agency
operations vary, the savings may not be incurred by all State agencies as
these costs may be used to support the WIC EBT system delivery.

Food retail vendors, particularly those that redeem a large number of
WIC food instruments, may also see reduced costs from elimination of paper
checks or vouchers. These potential reductions include: charges for armored
car services, rejected check fees; labor costs for staff needed to count and
prepare paper food instruments for deposit to a bank or to be sent to the
State agency for payment. Training for store personnel, managers and checkout
clerks, may also be reduced because of the automation of the WIC food lists
that comes with EBT implementation. This relieves the store staff from the
need to know which items are eligible for WIC redemption since the Universal
Product Code (UPC} for each food item must match with the State food list
containing approved UPCs. 'There can be reduced time to process a WIC payment
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when the electronic cash register is updated with WIC EBT capability so that
the store checkout clerks do not have to scan each WIC food twice. Any
potential cost savings for food retail vendors vary due to size, volume of WIC
business and the efficiency of their own procedures.

WIC NSA COSTS

Mr. Kingston: Total WIC costs increased by nearly $550 million from FY
2008 to FY 2010. However, 66 percent of the increase was attributable to
Nutrition Services and Administration (NSA). What efforts is the Department
taking to reduce NSA costs so that full or near full participation can take
the highest priority?

Response: The increase in costs for benefits and NSA from FY 2008 to FY
2010 was approximately $525.7 million, of which the NSA increase comprised of
68.2 percent of the total program costs. Retail food cost inflation and
increases in Program participation spiked to an all time high in FY 2008 and
then flattened out during FYs 2009 and 2010. It should be recognized that
during this time period WIC State agencies were transitioning to implement the
new WIC food packages. The transition to new food packages required WIC State
agencies to reprogram their computer systems, provide training for local
agency staff and vendors, and reprint food package educational materials. The
majority of the remaining increase ($100 million) in costs reflects the effort
to finally replace very aged computer systems, move toward implementation of
nationwide electronic benefits transfer systems and expand breastfeeding peer
counseling programs statewide.

Successful WIC State agency initiatives to contain food costs allow the
Program to serve about 25 percent of its annual participation without a
corresponding increase in its annual appropriation. The retail value of food
provided to WIC participants in FY 2010, prior to infant formula rebates and
other credits, was almost $6.3 billion. But, the cost to the federal
government for food benefits was just under $4.6 billion. The Program cannot
continue to serve all or nearly all participants without adequate facilities,
staff and computer systems. As always, the Department and WIC State agencies
will continue to look for opportunities to contain Program costs.

DEPARTMENT-WIDE/CROSS~CUTTING ISSUES

Mr. Kingston: Tell the Committee specifically how this budget proposal
supports increased economic opportunities and improved quality of life in
rural America.

Response: The 2012 budget continues to support all sectors of the rural
economy to support economic development across rural America. This budget
provides support for regional development. Funding is provided to support the
development of regional strategies, recognizing that rural communities benefit
from strong relationships with surrounding communities.

The budget contains significant support for the rural housing market to
ensure rural residents have access to mortgage credit, while nearly tripling
the amount of available funding to support the development of essential
community facilities. The budget also requests funding for strategic regional
development that will improve economic development and create jobs.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS
Mr. Kingston: Please provide a table that shows the number of
professional and clerical staff from each agency and USDA staff office
assigned to public affairs activities and the cost by each respective
organization, to include projections for fiscal year 2011 and 2012.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

{The information follows:]
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Office of Communications:
Professional
Clevical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:

washington
Field

Office of the Chief Economist:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Autherity
Location of Staff:

Washington
Field

ARS:

Professional

Clexical

Budget Authority

Locatrion of Staff:
Washington
Field

NIFA:
pProfessional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:

Washington
TFaeld

NASS:

Professional

Clerical

Budget Authority

Location of Staff:
washington
Field

ERS:

Professional

Clerical

Budget Authority

Location of Staff:
Washington
Field

FAS:

Professional

Clerxcal

Budget Authority

Location of Staff:
Washington
Fleld

PSA:

Professional

Clerical

Budget Authority

Location of Staff:
Washington
Field

RMA:

Professional

Clerical

Budget Authority

Location of Staff:
Washington
Field

119

United States Department of Agriculture
Public Affairs Rctivities
{poliaxs in Thousands)

2010 2011 2012
Employment Statf Years Employment Staff Years Employment Staff Years
60 60.0 66 66.0 66 66.0
7 7.0 6 3 6 6.0
$9.722 $9,722 $9.,722
&7 67.0 12 72.0 72 72.0
o 0.0 0 o0 Q
i 1.0 1 1.0 3 1.0
¢ 0.0 0 0.0 ¢ 0.0
$151 $157 $157
1.0 1 1.0 1 1.0
L] 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0
35 35.0 34 34.0 33 33
2 2 2 2 2
$4.573 54,758 $4.6%0
37 37.0 36 36.0 35 35.0
a 0.0 0 0.0 o 0.0
7 7.0 7 7.0 7 70
1 1.0 1 1.0 1 10
$799 $803 $864
8 8.0 8 8.0 8 80
0 6.0 o a.¢ @ c o
3 3.0 3 3.0 3 30
0 0.0 a 0.0 G o0
$366 $373 5373
3 3.0 3 3.0 3 3.0
] 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0
5 4.3 5 4.3 5 4.3
1 0.1 1 0.1 1 2.1
$628 4628 $628
3 4.4 & 4.4 & 4 4
o 0.0 oo [N
14 16 8 14 13.5 14 4.0
3 2.3 3 2.8 3 3.0
$1.674 1,695 $1,717
17 i3.1 17 18.3 17 7.0
0 ¢.0 o ¢.0 bl 0.8
13 13.0 13 13.0 13 13.0
0 .0 0 0.0 0
$1,702 $1,712 $1,712
8 8.0 8 8.0 8 8.0
5 5.0 Bl 5.0 5 5.0
8 8.0 8 <0 8 8.0
1 1.0 1 L0 1 1.0
$970 $970 $370
7 7.0 7 - 7 7.0
2 2.0 2 2.0 2 2.0



Agency
RD:
Professional
Clexracal

Budget Authority
Location of sStaff:
Washington
Field
NRCS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
GIPSA:
pProfessional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
APHIS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
AMS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
FSIS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
FNS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field

TOTAL, Public Affairs Activities:

Professional

Clerical

Budget Authority

Location of Staff:
Washington
Field

v 2010

120

¢ 2011

" 2012

Employment Staff Years

$400

96

$7,720

16
86

$0

22

$2,357

23

$603

313
27
$33,648

221
117

5.3

94.0
5.0

15.0
84.0

0.0

22.0
2.0

16.0
6.0

1i.8
0.6

12.4

@

284

205
101

Employment Staff Yeara

$410

94

$7,798

14
86

ie

$2,107

14

$1,261

2%

3603

313
25
$34,049

222
116

5.3

94.0
6.0

14.0
86.0

18.0
1.0

14.0
5.0

12.8

o w
@ oW

283

203
102

Employment Staff Years

$410

94

57,798

14
86

17

52,007

15

81,361

25

$608

31z
25
$34,089

221
116

5.3

34.0
6.0

14.0
86.0

0.0

17.0
1.0

o w
© w0

288
23

208
102
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CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
Mr. Kingston: Please provide a table showing the total amount spent on
congressional relations a breakout by Agency, to include projections for
fiscal year 2011 and 2012.
Regponse: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:}
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AGRICULTURE

{ollare in Thousande}

2010 Actual 2011 Annualized CR 2013 Eatimate
Total | % of Total % of Total % of
stafe  staff  sratf Staff  staft  staff stagf statf staff
AvEReY Employment Years Yoars Yasrs Eoployment Yaars Yesrs Yeacs  Employment Years Yaars Years
asEc:
Prafessional - 12 140 4
Clerical . 1 16 3309
Totat o e 75 19 0% T 82 20 73% 17170 22 20 734
Schedule © positions 70
Avazage Cost:
erofessional 5114 5115 s116
Clerrcal .. .. $78 584 sa4
Budget Authority 1,945 31,995 53,969
Ass:
Protessional . . 110 110 1o
Clarical R . LR b oo 200
Total S . T77TF w282 0 618 T 1.0 3,282 0.01% 776 8100 0 ools
Schedule C Positions
Average Cost
Protessional .. . $185 s1a5 5145
clerieal . .. . 20 H 30
Budget Authotity . . $145 s145 s145
NIER
Prafessional . 1oa7 10 1
cierical . . 102 1 o0z 1
wotal . TTUOF ase 0 23 T 09 410 o 2% H] WS 0 am
Schedule C Positions
Averags Cost
Protessional s134 $134 5134
terical . . P 310 Bt 10
Budget Authority . $128 $148 siza
s
vrofessional . . 4 31 4 38 40
Clerical 03¢ 1 6.8 1
Toral T30 992 a3 ST 1006 0.35% §°F 1,006 @ 508
Sehedule © Positions
Average Cost
erotessional . $115 5118 siie
larical ., 555 5§55 55
Budget Authority $142 s142 5180
FaA:
Professional . 2 20 2 2.0 2 20
clerizal 0 9 o 9.0 LR
Total . . . TTTUIT 4,983 o oaw TOUUET s.00a 0.0s T T 4,590 0 oar
Sehedule ¢ Positions
verage Cost
Professional . . s187 5197 5287
Clerical . . . o o o
Budget Authority 5187 187 5287
RMA @/t
professional . o o5 9 o0 ¢ oo
Clerical ., . 0 83 LR oo
Total . . TS s01 0 10w TG sea o oos TTTTET ses 0.00%
schedule T Positions
average Cost
Professional L $50 50
Clescal 50 50
Budget Autherity 350 0
Dy
Professional - 4 2 iz FRE
Clerical . . o ] 103 103
Total . .. PO TS 6,057 0 o4 558 6,100 0 0s% TTZE 5,850 ¢ o0nv
sSchedule © Positions
Average Cost:
erofessional . . 5225 5228 225
Slerical - . $25 $25
sudget Asthoraty . 288 $250
nROS
erofessional .. . . 11 1ot 110
lerical o - 110 1 10 110
Toral RN T30 11,445 0 02 T 20 13,023 0 02 T 20 12,219 0 0%
Schedule € Positions
Average £ost
Protessional . $150 $150 3180
Clezical . . 549 249 549
udget Authority . 5199 5299 5199
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2010 Actual 2011 Annuslized CR 2012 Matimate

Total | % of Total Total % of

Staff Staff staff staff statf Staff staff Starf

acERcy Zmployment Years Years Years Years Years Eaployment Yesrs Years Years

APmISs
Professional - ERE ) T tes 1
clerical . . 0 9 o ° a o
roral .. R TTEE 8,008 0.02% T 108 7,858 0 01 T 108 7,615 00
Schedule € Positios
Average Cost:
Professional . . $194 s144 5148
Clericat . £
Budget Asthority . . 5148 $144 s1a4
aas s
Professional 2 s T 15 2 s
clerical ° [ s o s
wetal . ... TUUEE 2,484 0 08y 715 2,468 0 96% El 2,468 C 08y
Schedule € Positions
Average Cost
Protassional RN $1a) $143 183
Clericat . o 0 [l
Rudget authority L $14% s145 3145
FS13:
Professional . . R 5 a4 s 43
Clerical - . . ©en 9o 06 o 8.8
Toral . . ER o 05% T a3 9,587 0043 TTTET s.e25 004w
Schedulz € Pozitions
se8s 5289
. 50 so 50
Budger Autherity P 5283 5288 $289
FR:
professional .. 3T 3 3oL
clerical 1830 1 1oose
1 1,077 0 208 4 Z20 1,097 0 208

Total .. . TTEC 1,033 0 219
schedule ¢ Positions H
Averags Cost

professional .. . . $150 5150 5150
Clerreal . s63 568 s68

Budget Acthority . 5289 5289 5289

TOTAL, tonal ivi
frofessionsl . - 187 209 . 40 138
Clericsl . . - 52 ’ 8" 60
g 22, o

Toral . . a5 36 1 53,632 D 97 55,951 0 078 TETTIEE 53,391 0.07%

Schedule © Positions - ER - 7o

Budget Authority 33,968 "4, 041

A/MA received a frar

ter from Offxce of Congressionsl Relations in FY 2019, vobaling $50X  This waw primarily related to the remegstiakian of
& Agremeent and the volune of visits/eo cataons with the Hill during this eros This ameunt offsets the cost for
approximately half of @ staff year 7This work was done by employees that were part of the SMA fublic Affairs $taft

DELINQUENT LOANS

Mr. Kingston: Please provide the Committee with information on
delinquent rural development loans with unpaid principal greater than a
million dollar loans as of January 31, 2011. Include the number of loans
delinguent by program. Also include a similar table for Farm Service Agency
delinguent million dollar loans by program.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

{The information follows:]
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Farm Service Agency and Rural Development
Delinquent Loans With Principal
Balances >$1 million
as of January 31, 2011
Program Number of Loans
RHS Multi-Family 120
Housing (MFH} 1/
RHS Community Facility 40
RBS Business and 6
Industry
RBS Intermediary 1
Relending
RUS Electric 2/ 1
RUS Telephone 2/ 25
RUS Water and 63
Environmental
FSA Emergency 4

/% MFH program calculates delinguencies by project.
/% Telephone and Electric Programs calculate delinquencies by borrower.

LOANS WRITTEN OFF

Mr. Kingston: Please provide a table showing the amount of direct farm
loans, direct housing loans, and direct rural community advancement program
loans that have been written off the books from fiscal year 2000 to the
present.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:]
FARM SERVICE AGENCY
Direct Farm Loans Written Off

Fiscal Years 2000 - 2010
{Dollars in Thousands)

Fiscal Beginning Losses (Principal and Losses as Percent of
Year Principal Interest) Principal
2000 $§9,035,418 $473,178 5.2
2001 8,710,486 349,942 4.0
2002 8,481,201 446,967 5.3
2003 7,922,653 385,291 4.9
2004 7,513,484 291,949 3.9
2005 6,855,304 244,830 3.6
2006 6,311,422 185,769 2.9
2007 6,101,785 145,351 2.4
2008 5,853,213 99,627 1.7
2009 5,949,567 49,042 0.8
2010 6,576,959 77,631 1.2
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT
RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM
WRITE-OFFS AND LOSSES ON INSURED LOANS
FY 2000 through FY 2011 as of January 31, 2011

{in thousands of doilars)

Y2011
FY 2000{FY 200 L[ FY 20028FY 20031 FY 2004} FY 200S}FY 2006|FY 2007| FY 2008] FY20091 FY2010§(1/31/2011)) Total

Write-off on Insured Loans.

Water and Waste Dsposal Loans §  $3,160] $227) $241} 51.220F $1.156 3170} $0] $9.694) $3.930} 81,505 30§ $0] $21,307]
Communtty Facilty Loans 45448 1,385 6f 3,207f 8.806f 4,100f 6909 B.R69[ 14709f 4306} 6931 432 $64,204]
Business and Industry Loans 77 L016f  2244] 3256F 9.665] 678F 4939 21566F 15334] 4,329 481 1,002} $67,587}
Resource Conservaton and
Development Loars & Recreation
Assocaton Loans 0] 42 0f 0f 0] 0f 251 100, 0 0f O 0] $393)
Total Write-offs on
insured Loans $7.781] $2.670] $2.4931] $7.683] 8196274 $7.948] $12,099) $40.229§ $33. 9734 810,144} §7.412] $1,434{5153,491;
RURAL DEVELOPMENT

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND
WRITE-OFFS AND LOSSES ON DIRECT LOANS
FY 2000 through FY 2011 AS OF 173172011

{(in thousands of dolfars)

FY 2011
FY2000 FYZ2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 (1/31/13)  Total

Wree-offs on Devet Loans

Swgk Family Housmg 368,006 $206.343  $224,540 $i50,870 $i34891  $033561 $71,846 3247626 $43.758 38R2S8 $63,527 324,004 $1417.239
Domeste: Farm Labor Loans 202 P4 ¢ 39 59 7 52 0 30 ] o [ 3462
Remal or Cooperative Loans 14,110 15,022 14,369 14,57t 10.218 9332 5,540 27,208 (8,109 21,025 22,014 5,109 S176,627
Site Loans 0 0 B3 ¢ o 0 0 0 i i [ 0 578
Self-Help 0 0 i 251 o 0 ¢ 162 ¢ [ 0 [} $413
Totat Wree-offs on
Daect Loans 382,318 8221367 $238.997 $165,731 3145168 $102970 $77,438 $274,996 $61,897 $109.283 $85.541 $29.113 §1,594.819

OSEC STAFFING

Mr. Kingston: Provide a table that lists current staff in each of the
OSEC offices, the position title, the grade level, the pay costs associated
with each position, the identity of appointment, and how they are funded for
fiscal years 2009, 2010, and estimated 2011.

Response: The following table lists current staff on board in each of
the OSEC offices, the position title, the grade level, and the pay costs
associated with each position. The table also identifies Presidential
Appointments with Senate Confirmation-PAS, Schedule C, Non-career, Career
positions, and how they are funded. The table reflects staff on board as of
September 30, 2009 for fiscal year 2009; September 30, 2010, for fiscal year
2010, as of March 4, 2011 for fiscal year 2011.

{The information follows:]
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IMMEDIATE OFFICE
Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Secretary of Agriculture

EX-T $196,700 | $49,175] OSEC PAS

Deputy Secretary of
Agriculture EX-II 177,000 | 44,2501 osEC PAS
Chief of Staff ES 177,000 44,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 177,000 44,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor to the
Secretary ES 138,000] 34,500] osEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor to the OSEC
Secretary ES 138,000 34,500 Non-Career
Senior Advisor to the B
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | osEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor to the ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff to the ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Secretary
White House Liaison ES 150,000 37,500 | OSEC Non-Career
Confidential Assistant G8~15/01 120,830 30,208 OSEC Schedule C
Director, Faith Based GS-15/01 120,830 30,208 | Faith Schedule C

Based
Special Assistant GS-12/05 82, 845 20,711 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant GS-14/05 116,419 29,105 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-10/09 70,313 17,578 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-10/09 70,313 17,578 { OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Assistant Gs-11/01 60,989 15,248 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Assistant GS-09/01 50,408 12,602 OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-07/01 41,210 10,303 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-07/02 42,584 10,646 | OSEC Schedule C
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IMMEDIATE OFFICE
Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Secretary of Agriculture EX-I $199,700 $49,925 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Secretary of
Agriculture EX-II 179,700 44,925 | OSEC PAS
Chief of Staff ES 177,000 44,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor to the
Secretary ES 149,040 37,260 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor to the OSEC
Secretary ES 152,250 38,062 Non-Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisory ES 140,000 35,000 ] OSEC Non-Career
Chief of Staff to the ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Secretary
Manager of CODEX ES 177,833 44,458 | FSIS Non-Career
Alimentarius
Senior Policy Advisor ES 152,250 38,063 | NRE Non-Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 OSEC Non-Career
Special Assistant GS-14/06 122,744 30,686 | OSEC Schedule C
White House Liaison GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 | Reinb Schedule C
advisory
Senior Program Manager GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 | FAS Schedule C
for Global Food
Securities
Executive Assistant GS-12/10 97,333 24,333 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-08/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Assistant GS-15/02 127,883 31,971} RD Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Assistant GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | Reimb. Schedule C
Advisory
Deputy Director GS-12/01 74,872 18,718} Faith Career
Based Conditional
Secretary G8-10/09 72,022 18,006 | OSEC Career
Secretary GS-10/10 73,917 18,479 OSEC Career
Secretary GS-10/09 72,022 18,006 | OSEC Career
Director of Faith Based | GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 | Faith Schedule C
Based
Program Assistant GS-07/01 42,209 10,552 ] Faith Schedule C
Based
Program Assistant GS-07/01 42,209 16,552 { Faith Schedule C

Based
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IMMEDIATE OFFICE
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT

Secretary of Agriculture
EX-T $199,700{ $49,925 | OSEC PAS

Deputy Secretary of

Agriculture EX-TI 179,700 44,925 { OSEC PAS

Chief of Staff ES 155,500 38,875 ] OSEC Non-Career

Deputy Chief of Staff ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career

Senior Advisor to the OSEC

Secretary ES 152,250 38,062 Non-Career

Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non-Career

Senior Advisory ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non-Career

Chief of Staff to the ES 145,000 36,250 { OSEC Non-Career

Deputy Secretary

Manager of CODEX ES 177,833 44,458 | FSIS Non~Career

Alimentarius

Senior Policy Advisor ES 152,250 38,063 | FS Non-Career

Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non-Career

Special Assistant GS-14/07 126,251 31,563 | OSEC Schedule C

White House Liaison GS-15/03 132,009 33,002 | OSEC Schedule C

Senior Program Manager GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 | OSEC Schedule C

for Global Food

Securities

Executive Assistant G8-12/10 97,333 24,333 { OSEC Schedule C

Committee Management GS-14/08 129,758 32,440 | OSEC Schedule C

Officer

Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C

Confidential Assistant G5-15/02 127,883 31,971 | RD Schedule C

Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C

Confidential Assistant G8-11/02 64,548 16,137 { Reimb. Schedule C
Advisory

Secretary GS~10/10 73,917 18,479 | OSEC Career

Secretary G5-10/09 72,022 18,006 | OSEC Career

Director of Faith Based | GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 | Faith Schedule C
Based

Deputy Director GS-12/01 74,872 18,718 | Faith Career
Rased Conditional

Program Assistant GS-07/01 42,209 10,552 | Faith Schedule C
Based

Program Assistant GS-07/01 42,209 10,552 | Faith Schedule C
Based
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX~ITT $162,900 $40,725 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under 145,000 36,250
Secretary ES OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 145, 000 36,250 OSEC Non-Career
Special Assistant | GS-14/06 119,844 29,961 { OSEC/FFAS Career

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 150,800 37,700 | OSEC Non~Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 147,000 36,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Special Assistant | GS-14/06 122,744 30,686 | OSEC Career
Special Assistant | GS-13/04 97,936 24,484 | FFAS Schedule C

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX~-ITI $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 150,800 37,700 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 147,000 36,750 | OSEC Non~Career
Special Assistant | GS-14/06 122,744 30,686 | OSEC Career
Special Assistant | GS-13/04 97,936 24,484 | FFAS Schedule C

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-IIT $162,900 $40,725 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Executive Assistar] GS-12/05 82,845 20,711 | OSEC/FNS Career
Staff Assistant GS-11/03 65,053 16,263 | OSEC/FNS Career
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-TIII $165,300 $41,325| OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 149,350 37,338 OSEC Non-Career
Executive Assistar] GS-12/06 87,350 21,838 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GS-11/04 68,712 17,178 | OSEC Career

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Executive Assistar] GS-12/06 87,350 21,838 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GS-11/04 68,712 17,178 | OSEC Career

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY
Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Deputy Under ES $155, 000 $38,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor GS-15/01 120,830 30,208 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant | GS-14/01 102,721 25,680 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-11/07 73,183 18,296 | OSEC Career
Secretary GS-11/08 75,215 18,804 | OSEC Career
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY
Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOCINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-IIT $165,300 $41,250 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 155,000 38,750 | QSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Executive Assistar

GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-11/09 79,122 19,781 OSEC Career
Secretary GS-11/09 79,122 19,781 | FSIS Career
UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $165,300 $41,250 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 155,000 38,750} OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Executive Assistar]

GS-15/02 127,883 31,9711 OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-11/09 79,122 19,781 { OSEC Career
Secretary GS~-11/09 79,122 19,781 | FSIS Career
UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOQURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-IIT $162, 900 $40,725 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Special Assistant | GS-14/02 106,145 26,536 | FS Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-08/01 45,639 11,410 | NRCS Schedule C
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SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-TIT $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 149,350 37,338} OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 145,000 36,2501 OSEC Non-Career
Natural Resource | GS-13/02 92,001 23,000} NRCS Career
Specialist
Environmental GS-15/07 148,510 37,128 | NRCS/FS Career
Engineer
Deputy Director GS~15/01 123,758 30,940 | NRCS/FS Career
Special Assistant | GS-14/03 112,224 28,056 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | NRCS Schedule C

UNDER

SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $165,300 $41,325 { OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-~Career
Deputy Director GS-15/01 123,758 30,940 | NRCS/FS Career
Chief of Staff GS-15/03 132,009 33,002 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant | GS-14/03 112,224 28,056 | NRE Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | NRE Schedule C
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS
Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary | EX-ITIIL $162,900 40,725 | OSEC PAS
Senior Advisor GS-15/01 120,830 30,208 | OSEC Schedule C
Senior Advisor GS-15/10 153,200 38,300 | OSEC Career
Senior Advisor GS-15/10 153,200 38,300 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS~11/04 67,086 16,772 | REE Career

UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS
Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOTNTMENT
Under Secretary | EX-III ' 165,300 41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 160,336 40,084 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor G5~15/10 155,500 38,875 | OSEC Schedule C

GS-15/03 139,009 34,752 | OSEC Schedule C

Chief of Staff

UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary | EX-IIT 165,300 41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 160,338 40,084 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor GS-15/10 155,500 38,875 | OSEC Schedule C
GS-15/03 139,009 34,752 | REE Schedule C

Chief of Staff
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary

EX~ITT $162,900 $40,725 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under )
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-~Career
Special Assistant

ES 145,000 36,250 ) OSEC Non-Career
Director, Economic
and Community GS-15/03 128,886 32,222 | RD Schedule C
Development
Confidential
Assistant GS~11/01 60,989 15,247 | RD Schedule C
Confidential GS~11/01 60,989 15,247 Schedule C
Assistant RD

UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Year 2010
FUNDED IDENTITY OF

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary

EX-IIT $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 150,800 37,700 OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 150,800 37,700} OSEC Non-Career
Chief of Staff

GS-15/10 155,500 38,875 | OSEC Schedule C
Director, Economic
and Community GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | RD Schedule C
Development
Confidential GS-12/01 74,874 18,719 | RP Schedule C

Assistant
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary
EX-TIIY $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 150, 800 37,700 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 150, 800 37,700 OSEC Non-Career
Chief of Staff
GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 | OSEC Schedule C
Director, Economid
and Community GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | RD Schedule C
Development
Consultant EF-301 45,374 11,344 | BP Schedule €
Confidential GS-12/01 74,874 18,719 | RP Schedule C
Assistant
UNDER SECRETARY FOR MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS
Fiscal Year 2009
FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary
EX-ITT $162,900 $40,725 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Special Assistant
GS-15/01 120,830 30,208 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Career
Assistant GS-11/01 60,989 15,248 | OSEC Conditional
Program Specialist]
GS-12/05 82,845 20,711 | MRP Career
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FOR MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS
Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary

EX-III $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 149,350 37,338 OSEC Non-Career
Chief of
Staff GS-15/08 152,635 38,159 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Caregr.
Assistant G5-11/02 64,548 16,137 | MRP Conditional
Program Specialist

GS~12/05 84,855 21,214 | MRP Career
Staff Assistant

GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | MRP Schedule C
Staff Assistant

GS~15/01 113,735 28,434 | MRP Schedule C
Program Specialisy

GS-14/04 115,731 28,933 | MRP Schedule C

UNDER

SECRETARY FOR MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary

EX-III $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under
Secretary ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Chief of
Staff GS-15/08 152,635 38,159 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Career
Assistant GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | MRP Conditional
Program Specialist

GsS-13/02 92,001 23,000 | MRP Career
Staff
Assistant GS-08/01 51,630 12,908 | MRP Schedule C
Staff Assistant

GS-15/01 113,735 28,434 | MRP Schedule C
Program Specialist

GS-14/04 115,731 28,933 | MRP Schedule C
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION
Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant Secretary| EX-IV $153,200 $38,300 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Assistant ES 160,000 40,000 { OSEC Non~Career
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 152,584 38,146 | OSEC Career
Secretary
Confidential Gs5-15/01 120,830 30,208 | OSEC Career
Assistant Conditional
Chief of Staff GS-15/01 120,830 30,208 | OSEC Schedule C
Executive Assistant| G5 13709 110,109 27,527 | OSEC Schedule €
Consultant GS-13/04 95,620 23,905 | Admin Career
Conditional
Secretary GS-11/02 63,021 15,755 | Adnin Career
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION
Fiscal Year 2010
FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant Secretary| EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Assistant ES 166,400 41,600 OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 164,400 41,100 OSEC Careex
Secretary
Chief of Staff GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 OSEC Schedule C
Management GS~15/07 148 510 37,128 | Admin Career
Specialist ,
Special Assistant GS-15/01 123,758 30,940 | Admin Schedule C
Consultant GS-13/05 100,904 25,226 | Admin Career
Conditional
Secretary GS-12/01 74,872 18,718} Admin Career
GS-11/08 77,040 18,260 | Admin Career

Secretary
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant Secretary| EX-IV $155, 500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Assistant ES 166,400 41,600 OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 164,400 41,100} OSEC Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 | OSEC Schedule C
. . . ES Admin Career
Special Assistant 179,700 44,925
Special Assistant GS-15/01 123,758 30,940 | Admin Schedule C
Consultant GS-13/05 100,904 25,226 | Adnin Career
Conditional
Secretary GS-12/01 74,872 18,718 | Admin Career
Secretary GS-11/08 77,040 19,260 | Admin Career
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
Fiscal Year 2009
FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPGINTMENT
Assistant Secretary
EX-IV $153,200 $38,300 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Assistant
Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Director of | ES R
Outreach and 130,000 32,500 | Civil Non-Career
Diversity Rights
Special Assistant
G5-13/04 95,620 23,905 | OSEC Career
Special Assistant GS-15/01 120,830 30,208 ) Civil Schedule C
Rights
Executive Assistant| GS-12/04 80,409 20,102 | OSEC Career
Executive Assistant| GS-12/05 82,845 20,711 | OSEC Career
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant Secretary
EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Special Assistant
GS-15/06 150,800 37,700 { OSEC Career
Deputy Director for} ES 133,900 33,475 | OSEC Schedule C
Advocacy
Special Assistant
GS-13/04 97,936 24,484 | OSEC Schedule C
Administrative Gs5-12/09 94,837 23,709 | OSEC Career
Specialist
Executive Assistant| GS-12/07 89, 846 22,462 | Civil Career
Rights
Special Assistant GS-~13/02 92,001 23,000 | Civil Schedule C
Rights

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant Secretary
EX-1IV $155,500 $38,875 OSEC PAS
Special Assistant
ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Career
. : OSEC
Special Assistant
GS-13/04 97,936 24,484 Schedule C
Deputy Director for| ES 133,900 33,475 | OSEC Schedule C
Advocacy
Administrative GS-12/09 94,837 23,709 | OSEC Career
Specialist
Executive Assistant| G$S-12/07 89, 846 22,462 | Civil Career
Rights
Special Assistant GS-13/02 92,001 23,000 | Civil Schedule C

Rights




ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
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Fiscal Year 2009

FUNDED IDENTITY OF

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant Secretary

EX-IV $153,200 $38,300 ] OSEC PAS
Special Assistant GS§-15/06 140,969 35,242 | OSEC Schedule C
Senior Advisor for | GS-15/08 149,025 37,256 | OSEC Schedule C
Labor Affairs
Director, GS-15/05 136,941 34,235 | OSEC Schedule C
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Deputy Director GS-15/01 120,830 30,208 | OSEC Schedule C
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Confidential
Agsistant GS-14/04 112,995 28,249 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary

GS-11/06 71,151 17,788 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary

GS-10/08 68,463 17,116 | osEC Schedule C
Secretary

GS-10/08 68,463 17,116 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GsS-08/01 45,639 11,410} OSEC Schedule C
Motor Vehicle WG-07/04 47,840 11,960 | OSEC Schedule C

Operator




ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
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Fiscal Year 2010

FUNDED IDENTITY OF

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant Secretary

EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Assistant ES 150,000 37,500} OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Special Assistant

GS-15/01 123,758 30,940 | OSEC Schedule C
Director, GS-15/05 140,259 35,065 | OSEC Non-Career
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Deputy Director, GS-15/02 127,883 31,971 OSEC Non-Career
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Senior Advisor GS-15/03 132,009 33,002 | RD Schedule C
Special Assistant G5-15/06 144,385 36,097 | RD Career
Special Assistant

GS-12/05 84, 855 21,214 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential
Assistant GS-14/04 115,731 28,933 | OSEC Schedule C
Legislative Analyst

GS-11/01 62,467 15,617 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GS-11/01 62,467 15,617 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-11/07 74,958 18,740 | OSEC Career
Motor Vehicle WG-07/05 51,511 12,878 OSEC Career
Operator
Administrative G§-10/08 70,126 17,532 { OSEC Career
Agsistant
Legal Analyst GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C
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Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant Secretary
EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Acting Deputy ES 150,000 37,500 | OSEC Neon-Career
Assistant Secretary
Special Assistant
GS-15/01 123,758 30,940 | OSEC Schedule ¢
Director, GS-15/08 140,259 35,065 | OSEC Non-Career
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Deputy Director, G8-15/02 127,883 31,971 ] OSEC Non-~Career
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Senior Advisor GS-15/03 132,009 33,002 | RD Schedule C
Special Assistant G5-15/707 148,510 37,128 | RD Career
Special Assistant
GS-12/05 84,855 21,214 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential
Assistant GS-14/04 115,731 28,933 | OSEC Schedule C
Legislative Analyst
GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GS-11/01 62,467 15,617 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary G$~12/03 79,864 19,966 | OSEC Career
Motor Vehicle WG~07/05 51,511 12,878 | OSEC Career
Operator
Administrative GS~10/08 70,126 17,532 | OSEC Career
Assistant
Legal Analyst GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C
OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS
Figscal Year 2010
FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Senior Advisor for| ES $145, 000 $36,250 | OTR Non-Career
Tribal Issues
Program Specialist GS-13/01 89,033 22,258 | OTR Schedule C
Program Specialist GS-13/04 97,936 24,484 | OTR Schedule C
Program Assistant | GS-08/01 46,745 11,688 | OTR Schedule C
Student Trainer | GS-07/01 42,209 | 10,552 OTR Schedule €
Management Analyst
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Program Specialist GS-13/04 . 97,836 24,484 | OTR Schedule C
Program Assistant GS-08/01 46,745 11,686 | OTR Schedule C
Student Trainer GS-07/01 42,209 | 10.552 ) OIR Schedule C
Management Analyst

OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED IDENTITY OF
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Senior Advisor tor| ES $145,000 -} $36,250 | OTR Non-Career
Tribal Issues
Program Specialist GS-13/01 89,033 22,258 OTR Schedule C
Program Specialist GS-13/04 97,936 24,484 OTR Schedule C
Program Assistant Gs8-08/01 46,745 11,686 OTR Schedule C
Student Trainer Gs-07/01 42,209 | 10,552 | OTR Schedule C
Management Analyst

ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Mr. Kingston: For the record, please provide a list of all advisory
committees, panels, task forces, and commissions that are funded in fiscal
years 2009, 2010 and estimated 2011. Indicate those that are mandated by law
and those that are discretionary as well as the funding level of each. Also
list each advisory committee, panel, task force and commission that you
propose to operate in fiscal year 2012 and the proposed budget for each
office.

Response: I will supply the information on all advisory committees,
panels, task forces, and commissions that are funded in fiscal year 2009,
2010 and estimated for 2011. Operations for fiscal year 2012 will be
considered after final Congressional action.

{The information follows:]
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Commttee Tatle
FOOD, NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES”
Natonal Advisory Councd on Maternal, intant, and Fetaf Nutrition
FY 2010 Dictary Guidehnes Advisory Committee
FOOD SAFETY
Natonial Advisory Committtee on Meat and Poultry Inspection
Nanional Advisory Commuttee on Microbiological Critena for Foods
RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS
ARS/Natiomal Gevetie Resources Advisory Council
NiFA/Forestry Research Advisory Counct

ARS/Advisory Commitice on and 21" Century
N. d Commttee on ftural Statisties
USDA/Hisps of Catleges and U
MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS
APHIS/National Wildlife Services Advisory Committee
APH1S/General Conference Comnnttee on the Nauona! Poultry Tmprovement Plan
APHIS/Advisory Committee on Animal Health
AMS/National Organsc Standards Board
AMS/Fruit and Vegetable Industry Advisory Commitice
GIPSA/Federal Gram Inspection Advisory Committee
FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES
FAS/Agnicultural Polcy Advisory Commuttee for Trade
FAS/Agricultural Technal Advisory Commitices for Trade

Ammal and Animal Products

Fruits and Vegetables

Grams, Feed, and Qusceds

Sweeteners and Sweetener Products

Tobacco, Cotton, Peanats, and Plantng Sceds

Processed Foods
FAS/Advisory Comimittee on Emerging Markets .
FAS/Consultative Group on Child Labor and Forced Labor
FSADary lndustry Advisory Committee .~ .
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Task Force on Agnoulturat A Quabity Research
'OFFICE OF ADVOCACY AND OUTREACH
Munortty Farmer Advisory Committee
Advisory Commntice on Begmning Farmuers and Ranchers

Subtowal, Advisory Commtiees
Contingency Reserve .
TOTAL, ADVISORY COMMITTEES UNDER THE STATUTORY CAP

ADVISORY COMMITTEE EXEMPT FROM THE STATUTORY CAP
MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS

AMS/Plant Vaniety Proteciion Advisory Board

RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS

National Agreultural Research, Extension, Educanon and Economics Advisory Board
TOTAL, ADVISORY COMMITTEES

AUTHORITY AND FUNDING FOR USDA ADVISORY COMMITTEES
{Dofars i Thousands}

Authorty
Statutory (S) or
Ducretionary (D}

§42US8C 1786
S7USC 5341

S 21USC 454 (axda)
D Departmental Regulation 1043-28

USDA Dnscrenon, Approved on 5/3172011
516 USC 582a4

D Departmental Regulation 1043-049

D Departmental Regulation 1042-130

D Memorandum of Agreement dated 10/96

D Departmental Regulation 1043-27
D Deparimental Regulation 1043-8
D Departmental Regulation 1043-31
S70SC 6501-6522
D Departmental Regulation 1042-139
STUSC 8%

»

BUSC 2o

w

19USC 2101
BUSC 2101
ISUSC 2101
WUSC 210t
9USC 2108
WUSC 2101
§ TUSC a2l
§ 22U8C 7101
S 7USC BN

woww

»

S 7USC 5405

$7USC 2719
S7TUSC 1929

STUSCT 2327

S7USC323

QUTSIDE LEGAL COUNSEL

Mr. Kingston:

hired by the Department in FY 2009 and 2010,
and the reason they were hired.

services,
Response:

[The information follows:]

The information is submitted for the record.

EY 2009 EY 2010 EY 2011
$47.563  $41,294  $50,000
222,294 216,668 9
6 33534 68,000
30,625 10498 160,000
35,000}

21981 54,185 65,000
81,507 6 286,000
35,000 e 35000
19,090 25359 23,000
18,956 ¢ 24,000
4,130 24245 8,500

o 6 35000
96,407 84762 90,000
31636 69,569 70.000
45000 35781 47.000]
3000 18066 18,520
8,011 18,066 18,520
8,011 18,066 18,520
8011 18066 18,520
BOLE  IBO66 18,520
£011 18,066 18,520
8011 18066 18,520
0 13,066 25,000

0 12,050 14,000

0 90,69t 160,000
117,025 100,073 180,000
[ o 50.600]

9 ¢ 80,000

1,605,140/

977,720 836,763 194,860

$1.800,000 $1,800.000 §1,800,000;

§22280 943,237

20,000 20,000 20,000}

360,000 297,000 407,000
$2,180,000 §2.117,000 $2,227,000]

EIALIDULIR ENE KRR 2L AL

Please provide the name and firm of any outside counsel
the total amount paid for their
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EARLY OUTS AND BUYOUTS

Mr.
agency,
occur in 2011 or 2012,
early outs and buyouts.

Kingston:

Response:

[The information follows:]

Please provide a table that shows,
the staff year reductions that occurred in 2010 or are expected to
including how much has been sgpent through the use of

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Early Outs and Buy Outs

{Dollaxs in Thousands)

by fiscal year and

The information is submitted for the record.

EARLY OUTH

FY 2010

Staff Year Total

FY 2011

Staff Year Total

FY 2012

Staff Year Total

Staff Year Total

Agency Reductiona Costs |Reductions Costsa |Reductions Cesta
Office Of Communications (QC) 5.8 $150 6.0 9 0.9 0
Total ... ... 5.0 158 2.0 0 0.9 0
BUY OUTS
FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012

Staff Year Total

Staff Year Total

Agency Reductions Costs |Reductions Costs [Reductions Conts
Departmantal Administration (Da) 25.0 $625 0.0 [ 0.0 0
Farm Service Agency {(FSA} 8.8 Q [ ) 504.0 $16,000
Agricultural Research Service
{ARS) 9.0 225 0.0 0 0.0 Q
Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) 5.0 125 i8.0 $250 3¢.0 750
Natural Resources Conservation
Sexvice (NRCS) 9.8 4 16.0 400 200.0 5.008
Office of the Chief Financial
Officexr (OCFO) 1.0 25 0.0 g 0.0 0
Office of Civil Rights (OCR) 4.0 100 2.0 It} 0.0 0
Office of Budget and Program
Analysis (OBPA) 4.0 100 6.8 0 Q.0 0
Office of the Chief Information
Officar (0CIQ) 5.0 1235 g.0 Q 9.0 ]
Total 40.0 r1,325 26.0 | 650 734.8 21,750

EARLY OUTS AND BUYOQUTS

Mr. Kingston: Which agencies have buyout authority in the current year?

Please provide USDA’s specific plans to seek buyout authority in the current

year oxr future years?

Response:

The Natural Resources Conservation Service
buyout authority in FY 2011. NRCS estimates they will have buyouts in FY 2012,

but have not sought buyout authority at this time.

{NRCS)

has specific
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Farm Service Agency (FSA) plans to request buyout authority. FSA is
currently working on developing plans for the buyout in FY 2012.

All other agencies and offices neither have buyout authority in the
current year nor have specific plans to seek buyout authority in the current
year or future years.

CODEX ALIMENTARIUS ACTIVITIES
Mr. Kingston: Please provide total expenditures on Codex Alimentarius
activities for fiscal years 2008 through the amount reqguested in the
President’s fiscal year 2012 request? Please provide a breakout by Agency and
a grand total for each year?
Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Codex Alimentarius
(Dollars in Thousands)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Agency Actual Actual Actual Estimate Budget

Food Safety and Inspection Service. ... .oo.ircimrii i iiiines 4,058 3,812 3,752 $3,752 $3,734
Crain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration....... 0 5 1 4 8
Agricultural Marketing Service. .......ooovv i i e 239 259 267 255 268
Foreign Agnicultural Service. .. N 0 0 325 325 325
Total, Codex Activities. 4317 4,116 4,355 4,336 4,335

CCC SECTION 11 TRANSFERS AND REIMBURSEMENTS

Mr. Kingston: Please provide for the record a detailed listing of the
CCC Section 11 ({Cooperation With Other Federal Government Agencies) transfers
and reimbursements reflected for fiscal years 2009 and 2010. Provide an
estimate for fiscal years 2011 and 2012 as they have not been finalized.

Response: Allocations of the Section 11 cap have been finalized for
fiscal years 2009 and 2010. The following tables identify the pending fiscal
year 2011 allocation as of February 28, 2011 that is subject to revision.
Because Section 11 funding decisions involve a lengthy collaborative process
including approval by the Office of Management and Budget, it is too early to
provide reliable estimates for fiscal year 2012.

[The information follows:]
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Amount
Agency Description Obligated FY
2009
Foreign Agricultural To support the salaries and benefits 0,006,000
Service of positions supporting CCC programs. $10, ’
Foreign Agricultural To provide information resource
Service management services required to 15,027,200
support CCC programs.
Foreign Agricultural Provide FFAS with FAS-contracted 0
Service remote sensing imagery. 1,750,000
Foreign Agricultural To support Non-CCC related information 000
Service technology activities 5. . 000
Foreign Agricultural Contribution for travel related to CCC 00
Service international activity. 300,000
Foreign Agricultural To conduct activities in support of
Service International Food Assistance 107,526
Programs.
Office of the General To provide legal services to CCC in
Counsel the operation of its programs and 250,000
activities.
Office of the General To conduct activities in support of
Counsel International Food Assistance 79,475
Programs.
Department of Energy To provide technical support in the
areas of hazardous waste assessments 4 580,000
in former CCC/USDA sites for ! !
operations and maintenance.
Farm Service Agency To provide technical support in the
areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 200,000
operations and maintenance.
Missouri Department of | To provide technical support in the
Natural Resources areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 20,000
operations and maintenance.
Farm Service Agency To provide loan service charges and
other administrative reimbursements. 8,715,527
Farm Service Agency To conduct activities in support of
International Food Assistance 5,912,999
Programs.
National Agricultural To provide FSA with county estimates
Statistics Service on selected row crops, small grains, 100,000
ollseeds, and processed vegetables.
National Agricultural To provide price data for programs
Statistics Service authorized in 2008 Farm Bill. 2,500,000
National Agricultural To conduct a weekly survey of farmer
Statistics Service stock peanut prices by variety. 200,600
Agricultural Marketing | To provide CCC all cotton
Services classification information from the 400,000

AMS regional classification offices.




149

Amount
Agency Description Obligated FY
2009
Agricultural Marketing | To perform re-inspection on CCC
Services inventory of non-fat dry milk and 10,000
salmonella testing.
Grain Inspection, To provide inspection services for
Packers and Stockyards | commedities provided under domestic 50,000
Administration feeding programs.
Grain Inspection, To conduct sampling and testing in
Packers and Stockyards | support of International Food 400, 000
Administration Assistance Programs.
Total Transfers and
Reimbursables $55,602,727
FY 2010 CCC Section 11 Transfers and Reimbursements
Amount
Agency Description Obligated FY
2010
Foreign Agricultural To provide information resource
Service management services reguired to $19,127, 000
support CCC programs.
Foreign Agricultural To conduct activities in support of
Service International Food Assistance $120,000
Programs .
Foreign Agricultural Provide FFAS with FAS-contracted
Service remote sensing imagery. 2,000,000
Foreign Agricultural To support Non-CCC related information
Service technology activities 5,000,000
Foreign Agricultural Contribution for travel related to CCC
Service international activity. 500,000
Office of the General To provide legal services to CCC in
Counsel the operation of its programs and 250,000
activities.
Office of the General To conduct activities in support of
Counsel International Food Assistance 100, 600
Programs. !
Department of Energy To provide technical support in the
areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 4,580,000
operations and maintenance.
Farm Service Agency To provide technical support in the
areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 160,000
operations and maintenance.
Missouri Department of | To provide technical support in the
Natural Resources areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 30,000

operations and maintenance.
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Anmount
Agency Description Obligated FY
2010
Kansas City Department | To provide technical support in the
of Health and areas of hazardous waste assessments
Environment in former CCC/USDA sites for 30,000
operations and maintenance.
Farm Service Agency To provide loan service charges and
other administrative reimbursements. 5,995,656
Farm Service Agency To conduct activities in support of
International Food Assistance 6,180,000
Programs.
National Agricultural To provide FSA with county estimates
Statistics Service on selected row crops, small grains, 100,000
oilseeds, and processed vegetables.
National Agricultural To provide price data for programs
Statistics Service authorized in 2008 rFarm Bill. 2,500,000
National Agricultural To conduct a weekly survey of farmer
Statistics Service stock peanut prices by variety. 200,000
Department of Interior | To provide contractor support to
maintain the General Sales Manager
Export Credit Guarantee system and 923,000
Data Mart.
Agricultural Marketing | To provide CCC all cotton
Services classification information from the 400,000
AMS regional classification offices.
Agricultural Marketing | To perform re-inspection on CCC
Services inventory of non-fat dry milk and 25,000
salmonella testing
Graln Inspection, To provide inspection services for
Packers and Stockyards | commodities provided under domestic 250, 000
Administration feeding programs.
Grain Inspection, To conduct sampling and testing in
Packers and Stockyards | support of International Food
Administration/and or Assistance Programs. 730,000
Agricultural Marketing
Services
Total Transfers and
Reimbursables $49,200,656
FY 2011 CCC Section 11 Transfers and Reimbursements
Amount
Agency Description Apportioned FY
2011
Foreign Agricultural To fund salaries and expenses for
Service positions that support CCC programs. $4,400,000
Foreign Agricultural To provide information resource
Service management services required to 18,000, 000

support CCC programs.
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Agency

Description

Amount:
Apportioned FY

Foreign Agricultural

To conduct activities in support of

Service International Food Assistance 120,000
Programs .
Foreign Agricultural Provide FFAS with FAS-contracted
Service remote sensing imagery. 1,500,000
Foreign Agricultural To support Non-CCC related information
Service technology activities. 4,000,000
Office of the General To provide legal services to CCC in
Counsel the operation of its programs and 250,000
activities.
Office of the General To conduct activities in support of
Counsel International Food Assistance 100, 600
Prograns.
Department of Energy To provide technical support in the
areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 4,000,000
operations and maintenance.
Farm Service Agency To provide technical support in the
areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 100,000
operations and maintenance.
Missouri Department of | To provide technical support in the
Natural Resources areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 20,000
operations and maintenance.
Kansas City Department | To provide technical support in the
of Health and areas of hazardous waste assessments
Environment in former CCC/USDA sites for 20,000
operations and maintenance.
Nebraska Department of | To provide technical support in the
Environmental Quality | areas of hazardous waste assessments
in former CCC/USDA sites for 20,000
operations and maintenance.
Farm Service Agency To provide loan service charges and
other administrative reimbursements 5,995,656
Farm Service Agency To conduct activities in support of
International Food Assistance 6,496,387
Programs.
Farm Service Agency To support the Biomass Crop Assistance
Program 2,000,000
National Agricultural To provide FSA with county estimates
Statistics Service on selected row crops, small grains, 100,000
oilseeds, and processed vegetables. ’
National Agricultural To provide price data for programs
Statistics Service authorized in 2008 Farm Bill. 2,500,000
National Agricultural To conduct a weekly survey of farmer 200 000

Statistics Service

stock peanut prices by variety.
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amount
Agency Description Apportioned FY
2011
Department of Interior | To provide contractor support to
maintain the General Sales Manager
Export Credit Guarantee system and 923,000

Data Mart.

Agricultural Marketing | To provide CCC all cotton
Services classification information from the 400,000
AMS regional classification offices.

Agricultural Marketing | To perform re-inspection on CCC
Services inventory of non-fat dry milk and -

p 5,000
salmonella testing.

Grain Inspection, To conduct sampling and testing in

Packers and Stockyards | support of Internaticnal Food 2,500,000
Administration Assistance Programs.

Grain Inspection, To provide food aid quality sampling

pPackers and Stockyards | and testing for specifications
Administration/and or requirements.

Agricultural Marketing 250,000
Services

Total Transfers and

Reimbursables $53,900,043

Mr. Kingston: What activities are not being funded through CCC Section
11 that, under current law, would fall within that funding authority? How are
these activities being funded?

Response: The statutory cap on Section 11 funding established by the
Agricultural Market Transition Act, P. L. 104-127, on April 4, 1996, has
limited annual funding to the FY 1995 level of $56,102,727. Should requests
exceed the total available, the highest priority activities are funded.

Section 11 of the CCC Charter Act {15 U.S.C. 714i), authorizes CCC to pay
the costs of personnel, services, facilities, and information of any Federal
Government, State, Territory, District of Columbia, or any political
subdivision agency which assists the CCC in conducting its business. A copy of
15 U.sS.C. 714i is provided below for the record. As with other programs, CCC
must budget for activities that must be carried out under Section 11 authority.
This requires balancing multiple requests and ensuring activities carried out
are done efficiently.

Office of the Law Revision Counsel, U.S. House of Representatives
15 USC Sec. 7141 02/01/2010

TITLE 15 - COMMERCE AND TRADE
CHAPTER 15 - ECONOMIC RECOVERY
SUBCHAPTER II - COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

Sec. 7141i. Cooperation with other governmental agencies

The Corporation may, with the consent of the agency concerned, accept and
utilize, on a compensated or uncompensated basis, the officers, employees,
services, facilities, and information of any agency of the Federal Government,
including any bureau, office, administration, or other agency of the
Department of Agriculture, and of any State, the District of Columbia, any



153

Territory or possession, or any political subdivision thereof. The Corporation
may allot to any bureau, office, administration, or other agency of the
Department of Agriculture or transfer to such other agencies as it may request
to assist it in the conduct of its business any of the funds available to it
for administrative expenses. The personnel and facilities of the Corporation
may, with the consent of the Corporation, be utilized on a reimbursable basis
by any agency of the Federal Government, including any bureau, office,
administration, or other agency of the Department of Agriculture, in the
performance of any part or all of the functions of such agency. After
Septenber 30, 1996, the total amount of all allotments and fund transfers from
the Corporation under this section (including allotments and transfers for
automated data processing or information resource management activities) for a
fiscal year may not exceed the total amount of the allotments and transfers
made under this section in fiscal year 1995.

June 29, 1948, ch. 704, Sec. 11, 62 Stat. 1073; Pub. L. 104-127, title
I, Sec. 161(b){2), Apr. 4, 1996, 110 Stat. 934.)

AMENDMENTS

1996 - Pub. L. 104-127 inserted at end "After September 30, 1996, the
total amount of all allotments and fund transfers from the Corporation under
this section {including allotments and transfers for automated data processing
or information resource management activities) for a fiscal year may not
exceed the total amount of the allotments and transfers made under this
section in fiscal year 1995.

EXCEPTIONS FROM TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS

"For exception of functions of corporations of Department of Agriculture
from transfer of functions to Secretary of Agriculture by Reorg. Plan No. 2 of
1953, see Exceptions From Transfer of Functions note set out under section
712a of this title.

htto://uscode.house.gov/search/criteria. shtml

COMMON COMPUTING EVNIRONMENT REFRESH

Mr. Kingston: Please provide a comprehensive explanation of the Common
Computing Environment refresh request in the FY 2012 President’s Budget?

Response: The Common Computing Environment {CCE) represents the shared
information technology and telecommunications infrastructure of the
Department‘s Service Center Agencies (SCAs): FSA, NRCS, and RD. The Office of
the Chief Information Officer-Information Technology Services (OCIO-ITS) is
responsible for maintaining this shared infrastructure to support continued
program delivery of the SCAs. Since the CCE was first established in 2000,
limited upgrades have been made to the system to maintain functionality:
however, no system~wide refreshes have been made. As a result, a significant
portion of the CCE infrastructure (e.g., servers, workstations, phone systems)
have aged beyond their recommended lifecycles, leaving many components without
support from their manufacturer. Collectively, this affects over 75 percent of
USDA SCA locations, over 50 percent of ITS supported servers and over 30
percent of end user workstations.

The reactive and unplanned nature of the (break/fix} approach introduces
great unpredictability in the timing of not only capital investment
requirements, but also of failure incidents. This increases the risk that
failures could occur at particularly inopportune times {(e.g., farm program
signup period) with potentially devastating consequences for SCA mission
delivery. The infrastructure is the workspace upon which all programs reside
and SCA applications can only be as effective as the infrastructure upon which
they run. Consequently, all of SCA operations are threatened by an aging
infrastructure on the brink of collapse.
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To address these risk factors of an aging IT infrastructure, the
Department has developed a plan to refresh the CCE. The FY 2012 funding
request will be used to replace existing obsolete equipment along with
introducing more efficient and robust technical capabilities. Egquipment that
would be partially replaced with FY 2012 funding include: workstations {25
percent), phone systems (20 percent), application servers {25 percent}), and
network eqguipment (30 percent). New technologies and capabilities implemented
would include electronic faxing, managed print services, and expanded mobile
devices including tablets and smart phones. Such capability improvements will
become especially necessary as the SCAs modernize and improve their business
processes and program delivery through the MIDAS Program for FSA; the
Consolidated Loan Program for RD; and the Conservation Delivery Streamlining
Initiative for the NRCS. These improvement processes will be dependent upon
having a reliable and robust infrastructure to support efficient and effective
program delivery.

COMMON COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Kingston: Describe your 2010 and 2011 activities and costs for
Common Computing Environment in each of the respective agencies and in OCIO if
applicable.

Response: The Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) through the
Information Technology Services (ITS) provides information technology and
telecommunications to the Service Center Agencies. These services include
support for the technology infrastructure upon which agencies deliver their
programs and the telephone, email, and communications systems used to
facilitate effective service delivery. The information related to agency
contributiong in FY 2010 and 2011 for ITS activities in support of the IT
{including the CCE) and telecommunications infrastructure is provided for the
record.

{The information follows:]

Service Center Agency Contributions for ITS Services

FY 2010 {Actual) FY 2011 (Estimate)
infrastructure FSA NRCS RD FSA NRCS RD
Component

Peripheral Equipment $1,703,293 | $1,319,791 $496,463 $915,889 $697,453 $303,508
Servers (NITC} 1,469,186 1,018,728 538,817 1,522,064 954,417 663,859
Storage (NITC) 556,447 244,804 56,188 259,929 122,855 31,800
Wired Offices 12,004,794 | 15,917,827 1,939,362 | 10,152,606 | 13,542,135 1,489,482
Workstati 27,992,094 | 28,561,721 | 11,001,119 | 27,277,767 | 26,763,092 | 11,269,505
Active A 26,822,609 | 30,982,781 | 11,440,474 | 30,486,218 | 36,136,482 | 13,209,204
Office Presence 2,765,075 | 3,689,133 1,277,827 1,132,006 1,977,781 388,454

Servers 11,131,686 | 7,718,669 | 4,082,493 | 10,565,858 | 6,625,368 | 4,608,371
eMail Maitboxes 1,374,245 1,548,334 538,996 1,124,940 1,318,283 507,193
Cell Phones 225,906 2,456,307 593,086 116,618 1,366,152 282 528
Blackberry/SmartPhone 624,570 1,220,627 756,273 728,984 1,638,295 1,119,054
Broadband Cards 242 833 504,020 180,713 274,611 589,458 226,328
Misc Wireless Devices 126,504 637,462 107,726 27,180 219,860 19,932
Totals $87,039,241 | $95,820,204 | $33,000,537 | $84,584,671 | $91,951,630 | $34,119,305

UNAUTHORIZED PROGRAMS

Mr. Kingston: Provide for the record a list of any unauthorized
appropriationsg included in the fiscal year 2012 budget request.

Response: There are no unauthorized appropriations included in the
fiscal year 2012 budget request.
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NUTRITION EDUCATION CROSSCUT

Mr. Kingston: Please provide a table listing the resources spent for
nutrition education by the Department for fiscal years 2008 through the
estimated levels for 2010 and 2011 as well as the requested amount for 2012.
List each agency amount separately, and include a Department-wide total for
each vear.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Nutrition Education and Research Crosscut

and Obesity and Healthy Weight
{Dollars in Thousands)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Obesity and Healthy Weight Actual Actual Actual CR Budget
Agricultural Research Service............vveeeieinnnin $23,360 $23,840 $25474 $25391 $26,254
Economic Research Service...........c.c..oocvveenee, 4,978 6,190 6,350 6,350 6,815

Food, Nutrition and Consumer Services....
National Institute of Food and Agriculture.
Total, Obesity and Healthy Weight. ...

839,130 867,147 1,032,277 1,194,734 1,206,704
87,145 90,793 105804 105804 109,219
954,613 987,970 1,169,905 1,332,279 1,348,992

Al Other Nutrition Promotion/Education and
Research Programs (excludes the above)

Agricuitural Research Service...........coocoveeeiennnns, 61,980 61,469 64260 64,343 62,885
Economic Research Service.......... 7,402 9,285 9,524 9,524 9,679
National Institute of Food and Agriculture. .. 18563 24804 18,110 18,110 20,679

Total, Al Other Nutrition Programs...........c..c.e.. 87,945 95558 91,804 91,977 93,243

Totals, by Agency

Agricultural Research Service........o.cooviincninnne 85340 85309 89,734 89,734 89,139
Economic Research Service..... . 12,380 15,475 15,874 15,874 16,494
Food, Nutrition and Consumer Services.. 839,130 867,147 1,032,277 1,194,734 1,206,704
National Institute of Foad and Agriculture. . 105708 115597 123914 123914 129,898

Total, NUtFition.........c.coiciininenicnnnniisnnn, 1,042,558 1,083,528 1,261,799 1,424,256 1,442,235

CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

Mr. Kingston: Please provide a table that shows the transfers, by
agency, from the Office of Congressional Relations, and the amount retained
for the Immediate Assistant Secretary for fiscal vears 2009, 2010, and
estimated for 2011. Are there plans to consolidate all agency congressional
relations functions under the Assistant Secretary?

Response: In fiscal vear 2009, the Office of Congressional Relations
transferred $1,978,000. In fiscal year 2010, $2,023,000 was transferred to
the agencies and $2,023,000 is expected to be transferred in fiscal year 2011.
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There are no plans to consolidate all agency congressional relations functions
under the Assistant Secretary.

[The information follows:]
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations

Transfer to Agencies
FYs 2009, 2010 and 2011

Agency FY 2009 Fy 2010 FY 2011
Actual Actual Estimate
Farm Service Agency $302,000 $187, 000 $187,000
Foreign Agricultural Service 197,000 142,000 142,000
Risk Management Agency 4] 50,000 50, 000
Rural Development 271,000 289,000 289,000
Food and Nutrition Service 290,000 289,000 289,000
Natural Resources Conservation Service 160,000 199,000 199,000
Food Safety and Inspection Service 271,000 289,000 289,0000
Agricultural Research Service 140,000 145,000 145,000
National Institute of Food and Agriculture 130,000 144,000 144,000
Agricultural Marketing Service 108,000 145,000 145,000
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 109,000 144,000 144,000
Subtotal 1,978,000 2,023,000 2,023,000
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Congressiocnal Relations 1,899,000 1,945,000 1,945,000
Total 3.877,000 3,968,000 3.968,.000

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT MODERNIZATION INITIATIVE

Mr. Kingston: USDA began implementing the Financial Management
Modernization Initiative (FMMI) in October 2009. Provide the Committee with
the total amount spent on FPMMI by vear from its fiscal year 2007 to fiscal
year 2010. In addition, please provide a cost estimate to transition the
remaining agencies to FMMI by fiscal vear starting in fiscal year 2011.
Lastly, provide a breakout of operations and maintenance costs for FMMI from
FY 2009 to FY 2011.

Response: Spending on FMMI over the FY 2007-2010 period (actual} totaled
$28.6 million in operating costs, $92.2 million in transition costs. In
addition, USDA estimates that an additional $40.4 million will be spent to
transition the remaining agencies unto FMMI during FY 2011-2012. A breakout of
the total costs for FMMI operations and the remaining transition costs is
provided for the record.

{The information follows:]
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FMMI Costs: FY 2007~2010 (Actual)
s Operating Transition
Fiscal Year Costs Costs
2007 G $2,100,000
2008 0 24,747,000
2009 $4,800,000 35,437,000
2010 23,836,000 29,931,000

FMMI Transition Costs: FY 2011-2012

{Estimated)
Fiscal Year Costs
2011 $23,078,000
2012 17,277,000

FMMI Operations and Maintenance
Costs: FY 2009-2011

Fiscal Year Total
2009 (actual)} $4,800,000
2010 (actual) 23,836,000
2011 {(estimated) 29,064,000

VUOLNERABILITY OF THE FOOD SUPPLY TO A BIOTERRORIST ATTACK

Mr. Kingston: what types of activities is the Department engaged in to
prevent or minimize the chances of an attack on the food supply? Please
provide a detailed breakout of costs per Agency for food defense activities
from FY 2009 to estimated FY 2011 and planned amounts in the FY 2012
President’s budget.

Response: USDA is involved in numerous risk mitigation activities to
prevent or minimize the chances of an attack on the food supply. These
activities include expanding partnerships with Federal, State, local, tribal,
and territorial entities as well as private sector representatives. I have
asked the Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Coordination to provide
additional information for the record.

[The information follows:]

Examples of activities include, but are not limited teo, the following:

» rood Defense Plans for Industry. The development of food defense
prevention and response capabilities supports the defense of U.S.
agriculture and food systems by minimizing the potential impact of a
food-related outbreak, terrorist attack, or other disasters affecting
the sector. USDA’'s Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS), in
conjunction with industry, issued guidance materials to assist slaughter
and processing plants, as well as warehouses and distribution centers,
with voluntary adoption of food defense plans. These guides provide
easy-to-use tools that will result in a completed food defense plan
specific to that facility. In FY 2009, 62 percent of USDA/FSIS-regulated
establishments had written and implemented a food defense plan. This
number increased to 74 percent in FY2010.

s Vulnerability Assessments. Under Homeland Security Presidential
Directive 9 (HSPD 9}, FSIS continues to conduct vulnerability
assessments for meat, poultry, and frozen, liquid, and dried egg
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products processing and distribution systems, including importation.
Assessments identify the threat agents of greatest concern, the most
vulnerable food products, and the vulnerable points in individual food
production system where intentional adulteration could occur. In FY2009,
FSIS completed updates of assessments on food chemical threat agents,
the National School Lunch Program, and deli meat. New assessments were
completed on domestic and international transportation, and domestic
catfish.

Food Defense Verification Tests. Pursuant to FSIS Directive 5420 Series,
FSIS personnel conduct active surveillance of regulated facilities for
potential food defense vulnerabilities by performing food defense
verification tasks as part of thelr daily inspection activities.
Potential vulnerabilities and industry responses are reported to
facility management and documented in Memorandum of Interview (MOI)
reports. FSIS analyzes the MOI reports to identify good practices
reported by industry. FSIS inspectors alsc report on the presence or
absence of food defense plans in regulated establishments through annual
food defense surveys, and this information is analyzed to provide
information on voluntary compliance with the guideline. Results of the
procedures are reported through USDA/FSIS databases and are analyzed on
a routine basis for trends, Results are used to dirvect FSIS/Office of
Data Integration and Food Protection (ODIFP} on outreach and guidance
material as well as countermeasure development. Beginning in July 2009,
FSIS/ODIFP modified the frequency at which these activities are
performed, altering the program emphasis to be risk-based. A higher
frequency of procedures is now performed in establishments that produce
high volumes of products determined to be of higher risk {(with regard to
food defense}., A lower fregquency of procedures is performed in
egtablishments with lower volumes, lower risk products, and food defense
plans in place. In FY 2009, in accordance with USDA/FSIS Directive
5420.1, FSIS conducted approximately 1,343,900 food defense verification
procedures in approximately 5,231 USDA/FSIS-regulated slaughter and
processing facilities and 1,410 State-inspected facilities. In addition,
USDA/FSIS conducted approximately 5,000 food defense verification
procedures at in-commerce facilities in accordance with USDA/FSIS
Directive 5420.3.

Food Defense Research. ARS food safety research is done in support of
DHS needs through FSIS/0ffice of Biosecurity. ARS continues to conduct
research to develop and validate detection methods for biological and
chemical agents that can be intentionally used to make the food supply
unsafe. This includes specific methods to detect, fingerprint, and
characterize the bioclogical agent of concern and focus on foods of the
highest concern, for example, milk, liguid eggs, ground beef and ready-
to-eat foods. ARS develops predictive models for the growth and survival
of biological agents of concern in foods and developed a secure database
for predicting the behavior of potential agents over a range of
conditions. We conduct lethal dose studies for biological toxing in
foods. These data will assist in determining the level of threat the
agent poses in a given food system through conducting CARVER + Shock
assessments. ARS works closely with DHS, Department of Defense, FSIS,
FDA, APHIS, academia, industry, State government and organizations, and
international partners to identify, prioritize, and accomplish research
objectives. ARS is a member of the Food/Agriculture Sector Joint
Committee on Research whose role is the development of a food defense
research and research needs asgessment and analysis strategy; the
development of a consensus strategic plan; the development of an
implementation plan; the development of an evaluation plan; and the
development of a dissemination and marketing plan for industry food
defense research needs.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FY 2012 Food Defense
{Dollars in Millions)
2012
2009 2010 Annualized President's]
Agency Actual Actual 2011 CR Budged
Food Defense:
Surveillance and Mongoring. FSIS $3.215 $3215 33218 $3.215
Food Ermergency Response Network (FERN). .. FSIS 7254 11.350 11350 7.254|
Implement the Electronic Laboratory Exchange Network
(ELEXNET) mLaboratores ... ... oo FSIS 1.587 1.587 1587 1.587,
Implkement the Electronic Compilation of Analytcal
Methods for Data Sharing i Laboratories.. . ... ... FSIS 0638 0.638 0.638 0.638
FSIS Enhanced Insp s {hired an additonal 20 ) FSIS 2424 2469 2.469 2 469
Physical Securty........ T ... FS18 0.248 0.248 0.248 0248
Expand Laboratory Capabifities. e e e FSIS 3099 3099 3099 0.000f
Expand Laboratory Capabifities for Chemucal and
Radologicat Threats P, FSIS 2.470 2470 2470 0.00
Technkal Assstance to States/Local. .. .FSI§ 2198 2198 2198 2.19§]
Otice of Food Securty and Emergency Preparedness.. ........ ... FSIS 2224 2269 2269 2265
Educaton'Trammg. .. . FSIS 2485 2485 2485 2.485
Research.......o.ooivis e i . . ARS 9.133 10439 10.039 17.039)
Fotal, Food Defense.....ooorrirnirnmciin i tass i sracrs e 36972 42.467 42.067 39.402]
RECAP:
Food Safety and Inspecton Serviee (FSIS). 27 839 32.028 32.028 22 363
Agreulural Research Service (ARS). .. 9133 10.439 10.039 17 039
'Total, Food Defense.. 36.972 42.467 42067 39.402|

HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. Kingston: Please tell the Committee what USDA is doing to
coordinate efforts with other federal, state or local organizations to protect
human health, and the food, agriculture and environmental sectors.

Regponse: Homeland security is not the responsibility of one government
department or agency; it is a partnership effort. Significant progress in
meeting homeland security goals can only be accomplished through partnerships
among all governmental levels and those who own critical infrastructure and
key resources. To that end, USDA leverages the private sector and government
coordinating councils as a primary mechanism to coordinate efforts with other
Federal, State or local organizations to protect human health, and the food,
agriculture and environmental sectors.

The food and agriculture sector is administered nationally by a
partnership between the Government Coordinating Council (GCC) that represents
governmental agencies at all levels, and the Sector Coordinating Council (SCC)
that represents the private sector and is made up of representatives from
producers, processors, restaurants & food services, retail, inputs and
services, and warehousing and logistics organizations. The joint mission of
these organizing bodies acknowledges the Nation'’s critical reliance on food
and agriculture. The sector will strive to ensure that the Nation's food and
agriculture networks and systems are secure, resilient, and rapidly restored
after all-hazards incidents. Public and private partners aim to reduce
vulnerabilities and minimize consequences through risk-based decision making
and effective communication.

Through routine conference calls, joint quarterly meetings, and
participation in exercises, worskhops, and related activities, the
coordinating councils provide an opportunity to discuss key issues and
challenges associated with protecting the food and agriculture sector. They
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also provide a unigue opportunity to identify areas of improvement and work
together, coordinating limited resources within Federal, State, local, tribal,
and territorial governments and private sector organizations to implement risk
mitigation activities to reduce risk.

CULTURAL TRANSFORMATION

Mr. Kingston: Please provide the Committee a detailed explanation of
the goals, activities and spending on your Cultural Transformation efforts.
Specifically, please detail spending efforts for Fiscal Year 2011 to date and
planned expenditures for the remainder of year.

Regponse: The Department is committed to a new era of excellence in
which USDA is recognized as one of the premier organizations in government and
a worldwide leader. Cultural Transformation means a USDA that is responsive,
collaborative, transparent and highly effective in carrying out its many
missions, and at the same time completely respectful and embracing of
diversity in regards to its own workforce and the constituents it serves. A
transformed USDA has a highly engaged workforce that is motivated, trained and
empowered to successfully meet future challenges.

Our current Cultural Transformation efforts are focused on the following:

¢ An inclusive workplace environment where there is equity of opportunity and
empowerment of all employees to reach their full potential;

¢ A commitment to improve USDA’s record of civil rights; including expanded
outreach to socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers;

* Developing systems of accountability that encourage employees at all levels
to achieve high standards of performance and customer service; and

* A renewed commitment to creating diversity in the workforce and succession
planning.

Some of our recent activities to promote these efforts include
publishing the U. S. Department of Agriculture FY 2011-2012 Diversity Road
Map. That road map features leadership and accountability, outreach and
partnership, recruitment and hiring, retention and promotion, diversity
training and awareness, and employment and employee development and
recognition. The goal is to make USDA more analogous to the non-governmental
labor force ~ to look like America.

Spending on activities related to the transformation effort from October
to February totaled approximately $480,000. This amount included support for
transformation training and development, in addition to printing and program
support costs.

Looking ahead for the March to September timeframe, our Virtual
University (VU) is aiming to hire staff and to deliver Cultural Transformation
training to all Departmental Management emplovees. The VU is planning to
provide Telework training for managers and supervisors to implement the newly
issued OPM guidance on telework under the Telework Enhancement Act (HR 1722)
with an estimated cost of $100,000. An Executive Coaching program will be
developed to coach new supervisors and managers at a cost of $150,000. The
Wallace-Carver Student Intern Program will start with a one week orientation
in D.C. for new participants at a cost of $75,000. There will be two annual
nmeetings for the Senior Executive Candidate Development Program graduates at a
cost of $10,000. There will be an annual meeting for all USDA Training
Officers to discuss progress under the Cultural Transformation and agencies’
training needs at a cost of $40,000. DM leadership development training and
USDA mentor training will be offered at a cost of $150,000 and $250,000
respectively. A USDA emerging leader program will be conducted at a cost of
$250,000. A Senior Executive Service (SES) Onboarding Program will be
conducted at cost of $25,000. The USDA SES Candidate Development Program will
be conducted and is anticipated to cost the USDA agencies $1.6M.
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Another product that will be soon rolled out is a Tool Kit that is a
*how to” presentation for State Offices and program agencies that will help
document the benefits of Cultural Transformation, monitor progress and be used
to evaluate performance. This will cost approximately $100,000.

Our Veteran hiring program and other recruitment and retention
activities that support our Diversity efforts are now in place and ongoing.

All of Cultural Transformation activities are predicated on a continued
level of funding that is close to the FY 2010 levels. Many of the activities
involved shared costs with the USDA agencies. With the current funding
uncertainties, we are looking carefully at on-going activities with an eye
towards economies of scale and if necessary retrenchment.

HEADQUARTERS EMPLOYEES
Mr. Kingston: For the record, provide a table, by agency/office,
showing Washington, D.C. headquarters personnel broken out between GS and SES
for FY 2008 to FY 2011.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]
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Washington, DC
Hesadgquarters Emploveeas
By Agency
Employment as of September 30

Fiscal Years

2011
2007 2008 2009 2010 Annualized
Agency Actual Actual Actual Actual CR
FParm Service Agency
BB L e 15 17 9 12 12
B i et 1,614 1,573 1,542 1,477 1,467
Risk Management Agency
53 2 P 3 3 4
e 74 75 69 79 82
Foreign Agricultural Service
0 7 6
BB it it e ey 514 518 518 539 539
Rural Development
51 S 17 17 18 18 18
L T 1,630 1,587 1,632 1,562 1,698
Pood and Nutrition Service
B 8 8 8 8 8
2 488 461 534 525 541
Food Safety and Inspection Service
o U e 27 23 24 19 19
B i i i i e et et e 721 725 714 707 717
Natural Resources Conservation Service
2 P 25 25 18 21 21
B ettt 405 375 390 384 384
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
o 1 M 22 22 24 26 26
B8 ittt 1,213 1,255 1,277 1,275 1.282
Agricultural Marketing Service
=3 1 S 10 11 11 11 12
B ittt et 550 560 546 560 552
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration
3 4 4 3 3
98 128 166 138 138
15 15 10 11 11
498 489 497 499 499
10 10 10 8 10
370 350 361 368 374
9 7 [ 7 6
211 214 224 224 244
Economic Research Service
SES e R - e . R . . N 7 7 7 7 7
L 358 357 368 368 368
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Fiscal Years

2011
2007 2008 2009 2010 Annualized
Agency Actual Actual Actual Actual CR
Homeland Security Staff
GBS i i e e i i e 1 1 1 1
12 5 3 5 2 17
National Appeals Division
S 1 1 1 1 1
GS e e PTIIERN 98 100 93 g0 102
National Agricultural Statistics Service
10 10 10 9 9
364 400 405 421 422
Office
53 0 5 5
e 52 50 44 42 53
Office
T 4P 17 18 17 21 21
GS ... 143 134 142 134 134
Office
9 10 10 9 10
112 106 146 157 135
3 2 2 2
116 111 118 130 127
2 2
67 87 63 65 70
Office
5 5 5 4 4 5
GS .. 49 46 47 48 54
Office of the Chief Financial Officer
SES ... RPN . e . . . . .- 1 1 1
G8 41 37 31 32 34
Office of the Chief Information Officer
SES e . e . S . . B 6 & 3
L 54 56 54 73 113
Office of the Secretary
SES 32 29 30 39 36
L U 45 42 29 36 46
Total, USDA
31 270 266 247 259 265
B T S 8,870 8,865 9,070 9,935 10,182

WORKING CAPITAL FUND AND GREENBOOK
Mr. Kingston: Please provide the Committee with a full breakdown of
charges and expenses in the Department’s Working Capital Fund and Greenbook
charges by Agency for Fiscal Years 2008, 2009, 2010 and estimated 2011.
Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]
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WORKING CAPITAL FUND INCOME, BY ACTIVITY, FYs 2008-2011

Activity Centers FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

National Finance Center $61,401,930 | $60,202,320 | $73,051,383 | $72,227.576
Controller Operations 30,536,911 30,683,027 32,838,998 32,468,670
Commercial Services M 54,416,083 59,218,463 65,804,834 -
Financial Systems 523,690 373,203 - 65,062,747
internal Control Support Services 3,521,296 3,727,970 3,472,521 3,433,361
Grants Mar Line of B 544,321 604,944 - -
Created Media and Broadcast Center 8519177 4,520,792 4,223,466 4,175,837
National Information Technology Center 65,897,506 70,199,742 78,202,626 77,320,728
National Telecommunication Service Office 16,995,021 18,077,133 15,877,159 15,698,111
International Technology Services 23,263,630 43,011,678 | 276,121,822 273,007,971
Computer Services Unit 6,198,118 7,125,536 14,585,371 14,420,891
Telecommunication Customer Service Center 2,628,823 2,628,823 2,657,332 2,627,365
Network Services 6,331,706 6,293,356 6,293,353 6,222,382
Enterprise Share Services 19,916,179 22,076,800 22,076,799 21,827,837
Central Supply Stores 3,977,408 4,219,077 4,241,084 4,193,256
Consolidated Forms & Publication Distribution Center 4,256,378 4,408,562 4,417,824 4,368,004
Central Excess Property 1,052,217 1,047,432 1,002,613 991,307
Central Shipping & Receiving 1,091,405 1,091,405 1,033,434 1,021,780
Central Mail Unit 7,382,117 7,292,232 7,163,001 7,082,223
Copier and Duplicating Service 7,443,037 7,082,962 7,610,002 7,524,183
Integrated Procurement System 16,951,856 16,902,538 17,102,244 16,909,380
Office of Executive Secretariat 3,089,352 3,100,185 3,100,176 3,065,215

TOTAL, Working Capital Fund | $545,938,160 | $573,888,180 | $640,876,042 | $633,648,824

» Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO)

¢ National Finance Center - Provides payroll/personnel services to
USDA/Non-USDA agencies, applications support to Office of Personnel
Management, and support sexrvices for USDA accounting applications.

¢ Controller Operations Divigion -~ Provides core accounting/reporting

services, agency specific services,

and operates a corporate controller

organization that integrates accountability and systems across USDA.

* Financial Systems - Operates/maintains the following systems: 1.
Foundation Financial Information System (FFIS-core accounting) 2. Real

property 3. Corporate integrated administrative payments 4.

Financial

Management Modernization Initiative (FMMI}. The primary objective of

the FMMI is to improve financial management performance by efficiently
providing USDA agencies with a modern, core financial management system
that both complies with federal accounting and systems standards and
provides maximum support to the USDA mission. 5. Other systems as
necessary to support program agency missions and fulfill USDA's
fiduciary responsibilities to taxpayers.



165

e Internal Control Support Services - Responsible for providing support
to USDA agencies in their efforts to achieve compliance under OMB
Circular A-123, “Management’s Responsibility for Internal Control”;
provides technical assistance and support to ensure that agencies
achieve compliance goals under the Circular.

» Office of Communications (OC)

Created Media and Broadcast Center - Provides a wide array of video
production and teleconferencing {(both audio and video) services, design
and layout services for publications, graphics productions, and camera
ready art for printing; also designs, constructs, refurbishes, and ships
exhibits; web page development support.

» Office of the Chief Information Officer ({(0CIO)

® National Information Technology Centexr - Provides mainframe computer
operations and application development and support services to support
agency programs. Also provides IT consulting services and training,
and supports the data warehouse to FFIS.

¢ Enterprise Shared Services - Enterprise Shared Services (ESS) is a
suite of development aids, platforms, and applications that facilitate
USDA’s department-wide effort to deliver citizen-centric, online
information and services. USDA developed ESS to leverage business,
technology, and data principles to provide agencies the capability to
maximize efficiencies and reduce costs while improving customer
service. The business applications are hosted in a shared environment
at the National Information Technology Center.

® National Telecommunications Services COffice - Provides centralized
telecommunications support services nationwide for the USDA; manages
and provides internet access to USDA agencies and data connections
between agencies (USDA Intranet); assists agencies in using
telecommunication services in a cost-effective manner.

® International Technology Sexrvices - Provides information technology
infrastructure support for the national, state and local program
delivery aspects of the Farm Service Agency, Natural Resources
Conservation Service and Rural Development, including each agency's
primary partners.

» Departmental Administration (DA)

® Computer Services Unit - Provides LAN, Desktop, Application, and Web
development support and maintenance to the Office of the Secretary
(OSEC) .

¢ Telecommunications Customer Service Center - Manages and maintains the
USDA's voice telephone services in the WMA that serves as the single
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point of contact for all local requests for telephone services and
purchases; manages and administers the nationwide Voive Mail System;
provides maintenance services for telephone equipment in the WMA and
voice mail services.

Network Services - Provides technical/operational assistance on data
networking telecommunications systems; designs, installs, operates, and
manages shared services provided on the Departmental networks and
platforms; participates in the design, engineering, and operations
management of the Enterprise Network.

Consoclidated Forms and Publications Distribution Center ~ Provides
acquisition (printing), warehouse, and worldwide distribution of
administrative forms and publications for all USDA agencies and non-
USDA agencies; provides warehouse distribution of agency program and
publications for all USDA agencies and for other participating
government agencies.

Central Excess Property Operation - Provides customer service and
disposition for all excess property for USDA and other federal agencies
in the Washington Metropolitan Area (WMA) under the concept of a
Cooperative Administrative Support Program (CASU): provides property
rehab gervices in an effort to promote utilization of serviceable
excess and rehab property in lieu of purchasing new property.

Central Shipping and Receiving - Provides a central facility to ship
and receive large items for USDA agencies; maintains facilities in the
DC Buildings Complex and at the Beltsville Service Center.

Central Mail - Provides central processing of incoming, outgoing, and
interoffice mail; special handling services for priority items in the
DC area. Dooxr-to-door: pickup and delivery service of routine and
special mailings in the DC downtown buildings complex.

Copier and Duplicating Service - Provides centralized copier facilities
and equipment for employees in Washington DC and satellite locations;
provides full service printing for the Office of the Secretary and USDA
agencies headquartered in the WMA.

Departmental Mailing List Service - Maintainsg centralized mailing lists
for agencies and staff offices and high speed printer service for NFC
reports production.

Central Supply Stores - Maintains self-service and warehouse facilities
for small or bulk purchases of common office supplies; produces
identification cards for USDA headgquarters personnel.

Integrated Procurement Systems - Develops, implements, and maintains a
suite of corporate acquisition software tools, streamlining processes,
and provides procurement support to USDA agencies; develops,
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implements, and maintains an interface with the USDA corporate
financial system.

Office of the Executive Secretariat (OES)

Provides referral and correspondence control services to the Department
for mail addressed to the Department, the Secretary,

and the immediate
Office of the Secretary.
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WORKING CAPITAL FUND INCOME, USDA AGENCIES, FY 2008-2011

Agencies listed in order of agency codes FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011**
Office of the Secretary $788,098 $824,067 | $1,043,209 | $1,031,445
Agricultural Marketing Service 6,932,800 8,800,770 | 10,126,236 | 10,012,042
Agricultural Research Service 11,785,509 11,963,941 12,628,616 | 12,486,202
Rural Development 71,316,943 | 69,243,666 | 82,109,700 | 81,183,741
Risk Management Agency 2,029,451 1,351,792 1,113,283 1,100,728
Foreign Agricultural Service 4,394,963 6,280,357 | 10,855,38¢ | 10,732,963
Forest Service 89,209,692 | 94,614,240 | 88,649,424 | 87,649,716
Office of Communications 679,237 735,317 730,408 722,171
Office of the General Counsel 839,518 902,154 843,576 834,062
Natural Resources Conservation Service 109,379,789 | 118,610,564 | 128,200,194 | 126,754,469
Economic Research Service 693,983 734,209 665,917 658,408
National Agricultural Statistics Service 3,324,608 3,500,628 3,598,774 3,558,190
National Institute of Food and Agriculture 1,948,826 1,872,060 1,918,976 1,897,335
Office of Inspector General 1,387,469 1,492,836 1,479,937 1,463,247
Food and Nutrition Service 3,805,929 3,810,635 3,703,617 3,661,851
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 18,671,327 17,273,398 18,596,429 18,386,715
Grain [nspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration 1,660,494 1,734,212 2,002,627 1,980,044
Food Safety and Inspection Service 15,772,994 16,754,465 | 20,404,456 | 20,174,353
Office of the Chief Economist 375,739 365,124 317,748 314,165
Office of Budget and Program Analysis 164,106 170,344 164,762 162,904
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 41,749,348 | 37,825,938 | 42,417,190 | 41,938,847
Departmental Administration 4,720,011 5,256,196 | 15,174,073 15,002,954
Office of Civil Rights 1,498,436 1,546,004 1,233,100 1,219,194
Office of Executive Secretariat 200,577 235,635 227,947 225377
Farm Service Agency 123,706,767 | 135,456,545 | 151,917,324 | 150,204,138
Office of the Chief Information Officer 28,304,057 | 32,013,719 | 40,143,053 | 39,690,357
National Appeals Division 597,488 519,359 610,087 603,206
Total Working Capital Fund | 545,938,160 | 573,888,180 | 640,876,042 | 633,648,824

*Amounts represent income for services provided during the fiscal year indicated; these amounts will differ from those
provided in budget exhibits (which are expressed as expenses on a cost basis). The Working Capital Fund operates on an
income-equals-expense basis, but incidental profits and losses occur as a normal product of business activity.

** Estimates are based on FY 2010 shares of income applied to the estimated expenses for FY 2011. These amounts may
change based on Congressional budget action and/or business activity during the fiscal year.
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Department-wide Gr

b

k Charges by Activity

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2016 FY 2011
Actual Actual Actual Estimat

Advisory Committee Liaison Services $189.451 $196,813 $192218 $374,000
USDA Tribal Liaison 67,495 11,160 0 0
Faith-Based Initiatives and Neighborhood Partnerships 356,038 201,317 409,000 409,000
Intertribal Technical Assistance Network 0 0 2,000,000 2,000,000
Hispanic Serving Institutions National Program 1,442,000 1,440,697 1,973,000 2,059,000
1890 USDA Initiatives 2,400,182 2,296,980 2,398,947 3,088,000
USDA 1994 Program 418015 543,648 431,662 810,000
USDA Human Resources Transformation Programs 477,660 368,061 343,579 1,689,000
Virtual University 0 4] 0 1,380,000
Visitor Information Center 188,022 355,836 546,096 1,050,000
Honor Awards 75,152 0 66,902 80,000
TARGET Center 913,343 924,543 933,999 947,000
Drug Testing Program (transferred to agency direct bill

nFY10) 84,618 91,951 0 0
Signl Interpreter Services* 224,823 222,623 229,136 1,244,000
Emergency Operations Center 2,195,021 2,171,215 2,311,958 2,402,000
Labor & Employee Relations Tracking & Reporting

System 19,980 4,000 0 0
Continuity of Operations Pl 1,531,466 1,779,808 1,780,111 1,859,000
Personnel and Document Security 1,640,495 1,582,435 1,604,461 1,676,000
Federal Biobased Products Preferred Procurement

Program 348,310 347,706 351,751 357,000
Radiation Safety (transferred to agency direct bill in

FY1l) 927,000 925,317 947,000 0
Retirement Processor Web Application 337,994 302,557 338,000 539,000
Medical Services 0 0 0 350,000
Facility and Infrastructure Review and A 0 0 0 250,000
Preauthorized Funding 2,853,125 2,438,853 3,100,000 3,100,000
Fi ial Mi Modernization Initiative 1,970,816 4,950,796 0 0
E-GOV luitiatives (transferred to agency direct bill in

FY10) 11,674,821 11,674,776 0 0
E-GOV Initiatives HSPD-12 14,803,154 | 12,780,236 | 11,317,101 7,253,000
E-GOV Initiatives Content Management 1,310,000 1,500,000 667,504 4]
Enterprise Network Messaging (transferred to agency

direct bill in FY10) 5,480,995 5,499,582 0 0
USDA Enterprise Contingency Planning Program

(LDRPS) 874,430 879,648 0 0
USDA IT Infrastructure Security 3,000,000 3,000,000 0 0
USDA Cyber Security A t and M 1,519,532 1,590,066 0 0

Total Depar I Greenboek Charges | $57,323,938 | $58,080,624 | $31,942,425 | $32,916,000

*Sign Language Interpreter Services fiscal year 2011 estimate includes an additional $1,000,000 for services
previously billed directly to the agencies through agency-specific agreements.
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Department-wide Greenbook Charges by Agency

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011
Actual Actual Actual Estimat
Office of the Secretary $31,971 $30,592 $13,352 $13,000
Agricultural Marketing Service 1,232 993 1,235,598 885,549 881,000
Agricultural Research Service 4,447,429 4,453,517 3,128,442 2,367,000
Rural Development 3,167,096 3,200,017 1,811,294 1,884,000
Risk Mi Agency 241343 241,663 154,466 170,000
Forcign Agricultural Service 909,897 925,398 500,983 614,000
Forest Service 18,910,748 19,185,989 9,640,669 10,432,000
Office of Cc ications 40,070 40,071 28,102 41,000
Office of the General Counsel 147,613 148,146 91,908 107,000
Natural Resources Conservation Service 5,164,653 5,199,384 3,462,367 3,890,000
Economic Research Service 210,134 212,447 114,112 159,000
National Agricultural Statistics Service 587,071 594,448 327,484 389,000
National Institute of Food and Agriculture 282,160 289,165 133,413 194,000
Office of Inspector General 441,415 438,144 338,519 284,000
Food and Nutrition Service 989,380 1,015,546 390,044 506,000
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 4,612,397 4,670,146 2,686,265 2,654,000
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards
Administration 365,372 370,782 203,631 285,000
Food Safety and Inspection Service 4,293 985 4,319,907 2,815,276 2,843,000
Office of the Chief Economist 84,374 88,753 15,596 25,000
Office of Budget and Program Analysis 27,318 27,251 17,738 25,000
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 977,703 991,787 316,723 461,000
Depar | Administration 203,243 202,686 150,210 193,000
Office of Civil Rights 84,499 86,004 34,628 57,000
Office of Executive Secretariat 7,429 7417 0 3,000
Farm Service Agency 7,357,071 7,453,182 4,116,583 4,086,000
Office of the Chief Information Officer 2,463,317 2,608,242 337,091 323,000
National Appeals Division 44,287 44,342 27,980 30,000
Total Departmental Reimbursable Programs | $57,323,938 | $58,080,624 | $31,942,425 | $32,916,000

FOOD SAFETY

Mr. Kingston: How many meat and poultry slaughter and processing
inspectors were funded in Fiscal Year 2010 and are currently being funded in
Fiscal Year 2011. How many will be funded in 2012 under the President’s

budget request?

Response: As of October 1,

300 other than permanent employees.

2010, FSIS employed a domestic inspection
workforce of 7,563 permanent full time employees and 483 other than permanent
employees. The FY 2011 target for permanent full time employees is 7,600 and

40 inspectors to 7,640 full time employees.

For FY 2012,

FSIS RETENTION RATE

FSIS intends to increase by

Mr. Kingston: What is the retention rate for the meat and poultry
inspection workforce and how does it compare to historic trends?
doing to ensure that there is a qualified inspection workforce for the future?

What is USDA
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Response: The retention rate of meat and poultry inspection personnel
in calendar year 2010 was 93.7 percent. FSIS has consistently maintained
strong retention rates of over 90 percent per year with the five-year average
retention rate of 93.4 percent. FSIS’ Human Resources Division monitors
attrition rates so that trends can be incorporated into recruitment plans.

FSIS uses a number of creative mechanisms to ensure that the Agency is
able to hire and retain a quality inspection workforce for the future. For
example, FSIS granted superior qualification appeointments (to improve its
competitiveness with the private sector); used direct-hire authority from OPM
for Public Health Veterinarian and Food Inspector peositions in hard-to-f£fill
locations (to expedite the hiring process); leveraged the Student Loan
Repayment Program’s central fund which offers student loan repayments of
$10,000/year {(for a total benefit maximum of $20,000) to recently-recruited
public health veterinarians; and quadrupled veterinarian recruitment
incentives by offering up to 25 percent of salary for four years rather than
one.

FSIS INSPECTION PROGRAM

Mr. Kingston: WwWhat 1s the Department’s interpretation as to the minimal
legal requirement for the number and freguency of inspectors in both slaughter
and processing plants? Please provide a distinction for poultry and non-
poultry plants as necessary.

Response: FSIS inspection program personnel, as required by the Federal
Meat Inspection Act, the Poultry Products Inspection Act, and the Egg Products
Inspection Act, must be present for all domestic slaughter operations,
inspecting each and every livestock and poultry carcass; at each egg products
processing establishment while in operation on a continuous basis; and at each
meat and poultry processing establishment at least once per shift. Therefore,
in FY 2010, the Agency employed more than 8,000 in-plant and other front-line
personnel protecting public health in approximately 6,200 federally inspected
establishments nationwide.

0f these personnel, the FY 2010 Appropriations Act required that no
fewer than 140 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions be dedicated to
inspections and enforcement related to enforcing the Humane Methods of
Slaughter Act ({(HMSA), which requires that all livestock be handled and
slaughtered in a humane manner. Because HMSA tasks are not performed by a
single person at an establishment, FSIS measures the effort it expends in FTE
gtaff years, which refer to hours spent performing these tasks equivalent to
80 hours in a two-week pay period, projected out to one year. In compliance
with the Appropriations Act, in FY 2010, the agency devoted 142.1 full-time
equivalent staff years to the verification and enforcement of humane handling
reguirements in federally inspected establishments.

PUBLIC HEALTH INSPECTION SYSTEM

Mr. Kingston: Please provide the Committee with the total costs for the
Public Health Information System in each year from FY 2008 to estimated FY
2011.

Response: Spending on the Public Health Information System was $52,310
in FY 2008; $4,445,879 in FY 2009; $9,526,115 in FY 2010; and $18,875,000
estimated for FY 2011. FY 2008 and FY 2009 are solely system development
costs and FY 2010 and FY 2011 reflect both system development and
implementation costs.
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PEST AND DISEASE PROGRAMS

Mr. Kingston: What are the Department’s plans for making pest and
digsease prevention and eradication programs a priority? What is USDA doing to
inform or educate OMB on the need to make these programs a priority?

Response: USDA takes very seriously its mission to protect the health
and value of American agriculture and natural resources. In development of
each fiscal year’'s budget, we weigh the needs of prevention and eradication
against the competing needs of the Department as a whole. The amounts
included in the President’'s Budget are the result of this consideration. 1In
general, the budget proposes a reallocation of resources from programs that
have achieved success (e.g., cotton pests and screwworm) and for those which
progress in eradlication is not deemed feasible (e.g., emerald ash borer), to
those efforts where success in eradication may be feasible (e.g., Asian long-
horned beetle, light brown apple moth, and the European grape vine moth
(BGVM) ) .

Regarding your second guestion, we keep the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) apprised of the essential nature of these programs every time the
need arises. Recently, we worked with OMB to release $16.9 million in
emergency funding for efforts to survey and control EGVM. OMB’s cooperation
in releasing these funds demonstrates their appreciation of these programs.

EMERGENCY FUNDING

Mr. Kingston: Please provide for the Committee a complete list of all
fiscal year 2008 through 2010 transfers from the CCC for the arrest and
eradication of plant and animal pests and diseases, and those that have been
requested, but not yvet approved. For all transfers, note the amounts spent to
date.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
[The information follows:)
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUNDING
FOR ARREST AND ERADICATION OF PLANT AND ANIMAL PESTS AND DISEASES

($000)

Emergency FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 Total Obligations
515y henghorned  Beetle 0 $24,533 $41, 451 $65, 984 $48,776
Cattle Fever Tick $5,233 $4,894 0 10,127 9,601
Grasshopper 0 0 8,235 8,235 4,207
Light Brown Apple Moth 74,539 L] [q 74,539 82,745*
Tuberculosis 22,928 0 Q 22,928 53,675%
Subtotal 102,700 29,427 49,686 181,813 199,004
Funded Through Balances ~7,000 0 -16,070 ~23,070
Total Transfer From CCC 95,700 29,427 33,8616 158,743

*Includes obligations against carryover and account recoveries received in FY
2008 through 2010.

To date in FY 2011, $10.9 million has been transferred from CCC to APHIS
for the arrest and eradication of the European Grapevine Moth. There are no
other pending CCC requests at this time.
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WEB-BASED SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT (WEBSCM) SYSTEM

Mr. Kingston: Does the legislative authority for the section 32 program
prohibit the Department from using section 32 funds to replace systems that
are used to manage and coordinate commodity orders, purchases and delivery?
If so, please cite the specific authority that prohibits such use. If not,
why doesn’t the Department use section 32 funds to replace the antiquated
system?

Response: AMS is authorized to use Section 32 funds for a replacement
system to support commodity purchases. Of note, the FY 2010 agriculture
appropriations act stated, “Funds available under section 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c¢), shall be used only for commodity program
expenses as authorized therein, and other related operating expenses,
including $10,000,000 for replacement of a system to support commodity
purchases, . . .*

In the FY 2012 budget, USDA has proposed to fund ongoing operations and
maintenance of the new Web-based Supply Chain Management System from Section
32 to ensure a steady stream of funding for this system crucial to program
delivery. The funding level requested for Commedity Purchase Services
includes those costs.

Mr. Kingston: USDA developed the commodity management system called the
Web-based Supply Chain Management system. Please provide a table showing the
total amounts of program level funding for this system, with a specific
breakout from Congressional appropriations as well as from the Section 32
account. Please provide a status report on this project, including a report
of funding required for operations and maintenance as well as the benefits
expected to be generated from this system.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

{The information follows:]

WebSCM Funding
(Dollars in Millions)

System Development O&M

Other
Fiscal Other USDA USDA
Year Section 32 Agencies | Section 32 Agencies
Prior $3.5 - - -
2006 *20.0 -- - -
2007 *20.0 - - -
2008 *19.9 $1.7 - -
2009 *20.0 2.1 - -
2010 *9.0 4.9 *$1.0 $8.1
2011 est. 4.6 - 10.1 9.6
2012 est. -~ -- 15.6 3.4

* Funding identified in annual appropriations bills

Note:

and Nutrition Service and Farm Service Agency.

Other USDA agencies in the above table are the Food
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Status Report

As of December 1, 2010, all development is complete and WebSCM has
entered a period of stabilization, operations, and maintenance.

The USDA is making system operations accessible by functional component,
with PCIMS continuing to run concurrently. The phased-in implementation
approach has greatly minimized the risk inherent in system conversion by
enabling USDA to observe and correct issues that would have been much more
difficult to manage with a full implementation at one time. The first phase
of functionality was deployed on June 30, 2010, which included price support
activities, the multi-food inventory & ordering program, and the DoD Fresh
invoice and payment process. The second phase of functionality was deployed
on December 1, 2010, which included the loading and access of state and
recipient agency users whose primary function is to place USDA commodity
orders. Six State Agencies and their recipients are currently creating
catalogs and placing orders for USDA commodity products to be delivered July
2011 through June 2012.

The third phase of functionality, deployed February 1, 2011, provides
commodity vendors and business partners with system access for bidding
activities which will begin once all USDA commodity orders have been placed in
WebSCM. The final phase of functionality will be deployed April 1, 2011,
which includes all payment and other financial activities.

Funding
Ag of January, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has apportioned

$14.774 million from Section 32 funds for WebSCM costs in FY 2011. Of these
funds, $4.6 million was for the final development activities, which were
completed in the first quarter of FY 2011. The remaining funds are for
operations and maintenance activities in support of the new system. Pending
FY 2011 budget decisions, AMS may have to reguest that additional Section 32
funds be apportioned this fiscal year for WebSCM operations and maintenance.

The FY 2012 budget proposes to continue funding operations and
maintenance costs for this system from Section 32 monies at an annual cost of
$14.5 million.

System Benefits

The WebSCM system is a modern, integrated Internet-based system used by
USDA agencies and the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) for
commodity acquisition, distribution, and monitoring. It replaces the 26+ year
0ld Processed Commodity Inventory Management System (PCIMS) and a number of
other supporting stovepipe systems within USDA.

WebSCM is designed to support multiple agencies’ efforts and will
improve the procurement, delivery, and management of more than 200 commodities
and 4.5 million tons of food, through feeding programs, to targeted
populations in the U.S. and abroad. Domestic nutrition assistance programs
{e.g., Child Nutrition Programs) making use of commodities serve over 30
million Americans and are administered through 55 State Distributing Agencies
(SpDA} and 92 Indian Tribal Organizations (IT0O)}. International aid programs
serve over 280 million people in 60 countries and support the global UN World
Food Program, with aid provided through 70 foreign governments and 30 private
voluntary organizations (PVOs). It is expected that once all users are in the
system, WebSCM will support gver 40,000 users, including State and local
agencies, school districts, cooperating sponsors (international recipients)
and Governments, and other business partners, including commodity suppliers,
transportation providers, and warehouses.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Mr. Kingston: The Office of the Inspector General is (0IG) responsible
for conducting audits and investigations of USDA programs and thelr respective
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activities. Periodically, the IG issues findings of fraud, waste and abuse
involving U.S. government resources managed by USDA. Inspector General Fong
has stated on previous occasions that the IG's office is fully reliant upon
the Office of the Secretary and the various USDA agencies to make the changes
recommended to address program and management weaknesses and to enforce the
laws and regulations associated with these findings.

Please provide the Committee the Department’s interpretation of its
obligation to implement IG recommendations. Please specifically comment on
recommendations related to specific instances where the U.S. Attorney’'s office
has taken formal action in response to an 0IG investigation and/or audit.

When there is a disagreement between 0IG and an agency, what role does
the Office of the Secretary play?

Responge: I am committed to resolving any potential findings of fraud,
waste and abuse involving U.S. Government resources identified in OIG audits
or investigations. I receive informational memoranda about the results of all
0IG program and administrative audits, which include a copy of the audit
report and agency management responses. USDA agency officials also work
closely with the Office of the General Counsel to pursue criminal or civil
actions against participants of USDA programs that potentially engaged in
waste, fraud or abuse of government resources.

As required in USDA's Departmental Regulation 1720-001, Audit Follow-up
and Final Action, agencies are required to reach agreement with 0IG to
implement audit recommendations within 6 months of audit issuance. If
agreement i1s not reached within 90 days, both OIG and the agency will alert
their respective senior officials of the differences and potential problems
reaching agreement. If agreement is not reached within 120 days, 0IG will
prepare an Audit Decision Paper summarizing the disagreement for discussion
with agency management. If agreement is not reached within 135 days, the
Audit Decision Paper is elevated by OIG to the applicable Under or Assistant
Secretary. If agreement is not reached within 150 days, the Audit Decision
Paper will be elevated by OIG to the Deputy Secretary, who will render
management decision.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN ROGERS

HORSE PROTECTION

Mr. Rogers: The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) has
recently promulgated a new Mandated Penalty Protocol. Horse Industry
Organizations (HIOs) have been instructed to update their rulebooks to comply
with new penalties or risk losing the Designated Qualified Person (DQP)
program certification. The DQP program is an industry-led process, made up of
individuals trained under USDA/APHIS guidelines and programs and certified by
each organization, intended to provide the horse industry with a self-operated
inspection service for itself in compliance with the Horse Protection Act.

If APHIS intends to revoke DQP programs within Horse Industry
Organizations, does APHIS have an adequate number of inspectors to fill in
where DQP programs are revoked?

Response: There are currently 12 Designated Qualified Persons (DQP)
programs, with the potential that four will be revoked. The other eight would
have enough DQP inspectors should show managers choose to contract with them.
Therefore, APHIS does not anticipate a need for Agency inspectors to fill in
where DQP programs are revoked.

Mr. Rogers: What is the anticipated cost for the Department to use
APHIS inspectors to police the new protocol? Similarly, what other APHIS
missions may be compromised in order for APHIS to adeguately meet this
potentially new inspection need?

Response: APHIS inspectors will not be used in place of the DQPs.
APHIS will continue to monitor the DQP programs, as we have done in the past,
and accordingly will not incur additional costs. The Agency’s mission will
not be compromised.

Mr. Rogers: What justification has APHIS employed to warrant a more
heavy-handed penalty system? How does this new protocol project a more open,
transparent APHIS inspection process?

Response: USDA’s Office of Inspector General’s ({(0IG) most recent audit
report recommended that APHIS strengthen the horse protection program,
including improving inspections of show horses, strengthening penalties for
those who are found in violation, and improving controls so that violators
that are suspended do not participate in shows. The 0IG report concluded that
previous efforts by APHIS and the DQP programs have failed to eliminate soring
and that the DQP program as currently constituted and operated is ineffective.

APHIS began notifying HIOs as early as May 2010 that the new protocol
should be added to 2011 rulebooks by the end of 2010. The agency wrote to the
HIOs formally twice and engaged in numerous meetings and convergations with
them over the past year in an attempt to reach an agreement on a protocol that
all HIOs would adopt. Unfortunately, those efforts were not successful

The industry did not agree on an operating plan or develop a uniform
penalty protecol in 2010, so USDA mandated the protocol for adoption by all
Horse Industry Organizations (HIOs) for consistency, uniformity, and fairness
in administering the HPA in 2011. The protocol allows for administering
consistent HPA enforcement and serves to deter the inhumane practice of
soring. We would note that the protocol provides for penalties that in most
cases are substantially less than those allowed by the statute.
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Mr. Rogers: Generally, new federal regulations are subjected to a rule-
making process which gives experts and industry participants the opportunity
for public comment on the proposal. In this case, it appears that APHIS
notified HIOs in October that the new protocel should be added to 2011
rulebooks by the end of 2010.

By what process was the Mandated Penalty Protocol developed? Was it
developed under a standard rule-making process?

Response: We did not use formal notice and comment rulemaking to
develop the protocol because we believe that current regulations provide
sufficient notice that the Department may establish appropriate penalties. We
are now considering whether to enter into a formal comment period to coincide
with the de-certification procedures.

The protocol for 2011 was based on those used in previous years,
adjusted for the 0IG report (which indicated that previous penalties had
proved insufficient), rulings of Administrative Law Judges in previous formal
cases, and input received from all stakeholders.

Mr. Rogers: How were representatives from the horse industry included
in the development of this protocol? what time period was given to the
industry for comment, and how were these comments used in developing the new
protocol?

Response: On August 12, 2010, APHIS notified HIOs of the decision to
make the Penalty Protocol mandatory, as well as the requirement that HIOs
submit their revised rulebooks for approval no later than January 1, 2011.
APHIS officials ensured that all HIOs were aware of this reguirement as early
as May 2010. APHIS has made every effort to discuss this issue with HIOs and
assist them in the development of the Penalty Protocol. Among other things,
APHIS hosts monthly conference calls that are open to industry stakeholders as
a venue for volicing concerns and asking guestions. An additional reminder
letter was sent to all HIOs on October 15, 2010.

Mr. Rogers: In September 2010 a report from USDA's Office of Inspector
General (0OIG) recommended that APHIS replace the current DQP program with a
direct inspection program. One month later, APHIS released the new mandated
protocol which rightly validates the strength of the DQP program and the
longstanding partnership between APHIS and the HIOs.

Please explain how the HIO’s and DQP program are proving beneficial to
APHIS inspection efforts.

Response: An effective HIO and DQP program can prove very beneficial by
supplementing Federally-funded efforts. A vigorous and fairly administered
industry self-regulation effort is essential if we are to prevent and deter
the practice of soring. While the industry has made good strides over the
years, the OIG report demonstrates that the self-regulation program needs
substantial improvement.

Mr. Rogers: Moving forward, how does APHIS intend to work with horse
industry organizations to modify and correct this new Mandated Penalty
Protocol should practical constraints arise?

Response: If mitigating circumstances were to arise we would, as in the
past, make every attempt to work with the industry to develop and implement
penalties that could be applied uniformly. The Agency will be reviewing the
effectiveness of the existing penalties for future years in the same manner
that it has in the past. That is, APHIS will use the protocol from previous
years, as well as input received from all stakeholders and rulings of



178

Adminigtrative Law Judges to determine their effectiveness in the enforcement
of the HPA.

Mr. Rogers: Please define what APHIS’ longer term goals are for the DQP
program.

Regponse: USDA is considering a proposed rule as we committed to do in
our response to the OIG audit. While the details remain to be finalized, the
general concept would be to place greater responsibility for licensing and
training for the DQPs under Agency direction. We remain committed to industry
self~regulation and an effective DQP program, but believe that change is
necessary if we are to accomplish the charge the Congress gave in enacting the
Horse Protection Act.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN DICKS

STRATEGIC WATERSHED ACTION TEAMS (SWATs)

Mr. Dicks: I have been a strong supporter of protecting our natural
resources and our great waters for many years. In your testimony you mention
the proposal to create strategic watershed teams to target technical
assistance to priority watersheds. The idea, as I understand it, is to focus
efforts on particular areas to address the many diverse problems that may be
negatively affecting an area.

Can you tell us more about the vision behind this and how you envision
the program working? How will these watersheds be chosen? What factors will
you consider in choosing them?

Response: Strategic Watershed Action Teams (SWATs) would be deployed to
high priority watersheds and landscapes to focus assistance to more
effectively address resource concerns. The SWATs would consist of a team of
five to seven conservation professionals for deployed periods of three to five
years to address specific needs in high-priority landscapes. SWATs will
provide significant planning, program implementation, and outreach in targeted
areas, ensuring that NRCS programs are strategically implemented and
effectively integrated on private lands. The requested increase of $15
million for SWAT funding will be used to leverage partner funds to further
collaborative conservation efforts in the targeted landscapes.

NRCS will coordinate with the U.S8. Forest Service and other stakeholders
and partners to identify high-priority watersheds in order to enhance
conservation on a landscape scale across land ownerships. Smaller critical
watersheds within these high-priority watersheds would be identified for the
deployment of SWAT based on an analysis of areas with the greatest
conservation need and potential for landscape-scale benefits, using natural
resource and socioeconomic data factors including:

Conservation Effects Assessment Project (CEAP) data;
State-level natural resource data;
State-level strategic conservation and land management priorities; and

Other information and priorities identified trough the NRCS State
Technical Committees 1in cooperation with other Federal, State, and
private partners.

s u e

It is anticipated that SWATs will enhance the Agency’s capability to
strategically invest in conservation and better target the Agency’s financial
and technical assistance programs where they can have the greatest impact. In
regions of the country where NRCS and conservation partners have provided
targeted technical assistance to conduct outreach, the agency has seen
improved participation in its programs and improved performance.

FORMULA FUNDS

Mr. Dicks: We are very disappointed that the proposed budget will
reduce Hatch, McIntire-Stennis, Animal Health and Disease, and Smith-Lever
Formula funds by $30,025,000. Washington State University's and University of
wWashington's portion of these formula funds are used to invest in faculty and
staff personnel who constitute important components of our scientific capacity
to be competitive for research and extension programs funded by all sources of
funds. There are many less important line item programs within the National
Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA)} that could be eliminated so that
these critical capacity funds will continue to flow to the land grant
universities.
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Why were less critical programs preserved while these foundational
partnership funds, which are leveraged by state and other funds many times
over, are slated for reductions?

Response: While the Administration appreclates the important work that
is performed by the institutions that receive formula funding, the reality is
that we are living in a time of constrained resources, in which difficult
decisions on program allocations and priorities must be made. In that
context, this budget is consistent with the Administration’s belief that the
most effective use of taxpayers’ dollars is through competitive programs that
attract the most qualified scientists across the country, including those at
land grant institutions, to address national issues of high priority.

AGRICULTURE RESEARCH AND BIOMASS

Mr. Dicks: Can you articulate your long-term vision or plan for
investing in agriculture research in the US to maintain our position as a
global leader in food production? And what is your plan for investing in
agriculture research to position our nation to be international leaders in
biomass production involving both existing crops and the development of new
crops that will lead to next gen biofuels?

Response: USDA's strong intramural and extramural research programs
will continue to play a major role in maintaining the Nation’s position as a
global leader in food production. Federally supported research has a long
history of supporting scientific discoveries in the agricultural sciences that
have led to increases in productivity and disease resistance in crops and food
animals and other challenges to the food production system. The proposed
budget will extend that record of achievement, even as necessary cuts are made
in lower priority projects.

Some of this work is done through five regional Biomass Research Centers
that focus research on feedstocks from both existing and new energy crops that
are suited to the growing conditions of each region. The centers are networks
of Agricultural Research Service (ARS) and Forest Service Research and
Development (FS) scientists at existing facilities across the country, and did
not require new buildings or the transfer of personnel. The purpose of this
USDA-led effort is to conduct research to overcome challenges to ensuring that
dependable supplies of needed feedstocks are available for the production of
advanced biofuels to meet legislated goals and market demand, and to enable as
many rural areas across the country as possible to participate and
economically benefit. The President’s 2012 budget proposal asks for an
additional $6 million for ARS to increase support for the USDA Biomass
Research Centers.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSWOMAN EMERSON

FORESTRY INITIATIVES

Ms. Emerson: Many of my colleagues and I have expressed concern to the
U.S. Green Building Council regarding their Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) rating system. USDA, along with DOD and GSA, have
LEED preference policies. I am concerned that the LEED rating system wood
credit does not recognize two of the largest sustainable forest certification
programs in the United States the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SF) and the
American Tree Farm System (AFTS) and recognizes only Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC). This policy discourages many builders seeking LEED
certification from using third-party certified SFI and ATFS products grown
here in the United States. Can you provide what actions, if any, you are
taking to address the Department policies on this issue to ensure they better
reflect the best interests of rural communities, rural jobs and our natural
rescources?

Response: The Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Forest Service is
promoting the use of domestically grown wood and is working with industry,
government, and academic representatives in the Green Opportunity task group
formed from the USDA Forest Products Lab Coalition for Advanced Wood
Structures. The Forest Service is working with the aforementicned
representatives to build a stronger competitive position that better leverages
green building opportunities for the wood industry.

In light of the concerns around the use of wood that you and others have
raised, I am working to find ways to modify Departmental policy and direction
concerning LEED, and to improve recognition of the lifecycle contributions
presented by a U.8. sustainable wood building and forest products industry. My
goal is to increase the use of sustainably grown, domestically produced wood
products, including wood from the National Forests.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSWOMAN DELAURO

FOOD SAFETY

Ms. DelLauro: Last year, USDA requested an $18 million increase above FY
2010 levels for the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) to support
initiatives to improve public health infrastructure, speed up investigations
and response to outbreaks, conduct a baseline study on the prevalence of
pathogens, and expand sampling. However, now i1t appears that you may see
another $88 million cut over the remainder of the year if the current
appropriations bill becomes law.

¢ How would FSIS implement this reduction in funds, how would it impact
food safety?

» Because of the continuous inspection requirements in the Federal Meat
Inspection, Poultry Products Inspection, and Egg Products Inspection
Acts, what would be the implications of those cuts? How many inspectors
would have to be furloughed? How many chickens and beef carcasses would
be destroyed because they would go uninspected?

Response: Last week the Senate voted on the House passed version of
H.R. 1 and the Senate version of the bill that would have funded the
government for the remainder of the year. As you know, neither proposal had
sufficient support to pass the Senate. This is an indication of the difficult
decisions under consideration. The Administration has made it clear it is
willing to support a reasonable compromise that makes targeted investments
while cutting spending in a measured way that will help us reduce the deficit.
This assumes that we will be provided enough time to properly manage the
implementation of any reductions that ultimately result from these decisions.

In the case of FSIS, it is important to note that 85% of the FSIS budget
is for personnel, so a reduction of the magnitude contemplated by H.R. 1 would
likely have an effect on the FSIS workforce. Since October 1, 2010, the
Agency has undertaken a review of all spending and made significant progress
in reprioritizing non-essential travel, operating, and staffing to support
core mission requirements. These re-prioritizations were necessary to provide
adequate funding for pay cost increases (those merit promotion and within-
grade-increases) and unfunded benefit increases, such as rising health care
costs and an increasing number of FERS employees. As part of the FY 2012
budget process, FSIS has also identified several proposals that are part of
the 2012 budget that will make FSIS more efficient. However, if FSIS were to
be reduced to FY 2008 levels with five or six months left in the fiscal vear,
it would be difficult to avoid impacting the FSIS workforce.

FSIS BUDGET

Ms. DeLauro: The President’s Working Group for Food Safety recommended
increased sampling and funding for additional baseline studies of the
prevalence of pathogens in food products, and you proposed funding for that
purpose in both the FY 2011 and FY 2012 budgets. However, your request for
this in FY 2012 is approximately $4 million less.

what is different between the FY 2011 and FY 2012 proposals? Are you
proposing a less robust program of sampling and study in light of pressure to
cut spending?

Response: FSIS is making improvements to the sampling program and
developing methods for increased efficiencies and methodologies of sampling.
Under both the FY 2011 and FY 2012 proposals, FSIS would expand sampling. The
difference between the FY 2011 and FY 2012 request in part reflects savings
expected from increased efficiencies and reduced investment in laboratory
space. The funding for conducting an additional baseline study remains the
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game. FSIS expects the proposed level of funding in FY 2012 to allow for
improved accuracy and timeliness of prevalence estimates for pathogens in food
products.

Ms. DeLauro: If you do recelve an $88 million reduction like that
proposed by the House Republicans, will that result in less sampling and less
data gathering to identify risks to public safety from contaminated meat and
poultry products?

Response: The Agency does not anticipate changing its regulatory
requirements and activities, and will seek to minimize any effect on the
enforcement of its regulatory responsibilities.

Ms. DeLauro: The FY 2012 budget estimates savings of $34 million from
restructuring, eliminating positions, and introducing efficiencies.

If FSIS inspectors do not show up, slaughterhouses and meat plants
legally are not able to operate. What positions are you proposing to
eliminate and how does that affect daily and continuous plant inspections?

Response: The FY 2012 budget includes a proposal to restructure and
eliminate positions, but it does not include the frontline inspection
workforce, and will therefore not affect daily and continuous plant
inspections. FSIS workforce analyses have identified savings in non front
line personnel staff years that can be achieved by improving supervisory span
of control, managing reduced workloads, and/or eliminating senior-level
analyst positions that are no longer required as the agency'’s programs evolve.

Under the proposed cut to FSIS in HR 1, restructuring or eliminating
frontline personnel positions may need to be considered.

Ms. DeLauro: When FSIS inspection is inadequate we get scandals like
the Westland/Hallmark Beef debacle in 2008. Wwhat safeguards on the proposead
savings are in place to ensure that they do not result in another inspection
failure like that?

Response: Planned staffing reductions in the FY 2012 budget will not
impact frontline personnel. FSIS will continue to perform humane handling
enforcement activities at all slaughter plants. Under any staffing reductions
instituted as a result of the proposed cut to FSIS in HR 1, the Agency does
not anticipate changing its regulatory requirements and activities, and will
seek to minimize any effect on the enforcement of its regulatory
responsibilities.

SINGLE FOOD SAFETY AGENCY

Ms. Delaurc: The Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a
report on the day of the hearing that highlighted the overlapping and
duplicative process that costs taxpayers billions of dollars each year.

One of the areas referenced in the report is food safety where 15
different agencies have some oversight jurisdiction over food safety laws.
The GAQ report failed to specify a cost-saving figure on the spending overlap
for food safety.

How much savings do you think could be captured if there was a single
food safety agency?

Response: The amount of savings that could be achieved by creating a
single food safety agency, if there are any, depends on how such an agency is
defined under the law, and is therefore difficult to estimate. Factors
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influencing the size of the savings achieved include - but aren’t limited to -
any changes to the regulatory requirements under the new agency compared to
FSIS, and additional costs to facilitate a transition. Food safety and public
health must remain our top priority; a single safe food agency shouldn’t be
pursued at the expense of those goals.

CHINESE POULTRY

Ms. DelLauro: I wanted to highlight to you some recent reports about the
food safety system in China.

First of all, a recent survey of the Chinese public found that almost 70
percent are not confident about the safety of their country’s food supply.
More than half of the survey’s respondents said government management and
surveillance should be further improved to properly protect people from unsafe
food. Furthermore, consumers also indicated that they remain especially
concerned about certain foods, such as pickled vegetables, canned food, dairy
productsg, and fresh meat and meat products. Contaminated meat products was one
of the items that topped the respondents’ lists of the top threats to food
safety.

There is another report that stated that many Chinese are pursuing their
own food safety measures by growing their own vegetables. They are concerned
that there is widespread application of pesticides and fertilizers in the
conventional agriculture industry, and antibiotics and hormones are widely
used in raising livestock.

If this were not enough, I think we have all seen the reports where
China has sentenced a food safety activist for 2.5 years for organizing
parents whose children were sickened in the 2008 Chinese milk scandal.

In USDA’s third progress report on China‘s request for equivalency to
export processed and slaughtered poultry to the U.S., you mentioned that, in
an audit conducted by FSIS in China from December 1-21, 2010, FSIS visited six
establishments (three slaughter facilities and three processing facilities).

In conducting these audits and analyzing the results, does FSIS factor
in things like these reports I just outlined? When will those audits be
posted on the FSIS website?

Response: FSIS does not incorporate such public survey information into
its equivalence analysis process because of the unscientific nature of such
data, findings, and conclusions, although the Agency does maintain a general
awareness of such information from third party scurces. Ultimately, FSIS’
approach to a food safety system audit relies on a verifiable scientific, data
driven analysis of the government’s handling of food safety issues.

Once the two China audit reports (slaughter and processing) are
finalized they will be posted on the FSIS website no later than 30 days from
the date they are finalized, in accordance with the 30-day requirement
stipulated in the FY 2010 Agriculture Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-80).

Ms. DeLauro: Did the Chinese government provide you with the list of
the six facilities that were visited by FSIS? Would these six facilities be
eligible to export poultry products to the U.S. if there is an equivalency
determination?

Response: Yes. The six establishments audited by FSIS were part of a
larger list of establishments put forward by the Chinese government to be
audited. Once China is deemed equivalent and, therefore, is eligible to
export poultry (slaughter and processing) products to the United States, the
next step would be for the Chinese government to certify to FSIS those
establishments that fully meet the FSIS requirements.
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Ms. DeLauro: Does the Department expect China to export processed
poultry products under the conditions of the April 24, 2006 rule whereby the
Chinese could only export processed poultry from approved sources as
designated by FSIS?

Response: While we can’t predict what China would decide to do, if FSIS
determines that only China’s processed poultry inspection system is
equivalent, then the conditions of the April 24, 2006 rule would stand.

Ms. DeLauro: It is my understanding that allowing China to export
products from a slaughtering facility would require a separate rule. When do
you expect the proposed slaughter rule to be published by FSIS in the Federal
Register for public comment?

Response: A projected publication date of November 2011 was published
for this proposal in the Fall 2010 Unified Agenda of Regulatory and
Deregulatory Actions.

Ms. DeLauro: Has USDA calculated how the U.S. poultry industry would be
impacted if we allowed for increased poultry exports from China?

Response: As part of the rulemaking process, FSIS will conduct an
economic analysis to determine the impact that China poultry exports would
have on the U.S. poultry industry.

REGULATIONS GOVERNING POULTRY IMPORTS

Ms. DeLauro: On January 24, 2011, APHIS published an interim rule in
the Federal Register that changed APHIS policy on the importation of poultry
products from countries that have experienced outbreaks of avian influenza.
It was because of APHIS’ concerns with the avian influenza outbreaks in the
People’s Republic of China that limited the scope of the April 24, 2006 FSIS
rule to permit the importation of processed poultry products only if the
source of the raw poultry came from either the U.S. or Canada.

The APHIS interim rule now permits certain countries that have
experienced outbreaks of avian influenza in their poultry flocks - and China
is include on that list - to export poultry products to the U.S. under certain
conditions.

Can you tell us why USDA has changed its position from the one taken in
20067

Response: The interim rule is not a reversal of previous policy. China
is currently suspended by the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS), so
this rule will not alter China’s ability to export poultry products for human
consumption to the United States.

APHIS regulations previously permitted processed (cooked, cured, etc.)
carcasses and certain eggs to enter under an import permit as long as strict
mitigations were taken to prevent incursions of highly pathogenic avian
influenza (HPAI)} subtype HS5N1.

The January 2011 interim final rule specifies the internal temperature
to ensure that the cooking of the carcass is sufficient to inactivate the
viruses of interest. Previously, the mitigations applied only to the H5N1
subtype of HPAI. Under the interim rule, mitigations are required for ail
subtypes of HPAT. Also under the interim rule, we are moving away from import
permits by allowing the exporting country to certify that mitigations were



186

taken in their export certification statements. APHIS has the ability to
validate what is certified through on-site inspection.

Ms. DeLauro: It was also interesting that the publication of the
interim rule occurred right after the visit by Chinese President Hu Jintao to
washington. Was that a coincidence or was some sort of understanding reached
while he was here that such a rule would be published?

Response: The timing of the publication of the interim rule and the
visit by the Chinese President Hu Jintao was coincidental. As is the case
with all of our sanitary and phytosanitary rules, the action is science-based.

WOMEN FARMERS

Ms. Delauro: USDA and DOJ anncunced the establishment of a process that
would resolve the claims of women and Hispanic farmers alleging discrimination
by USDA when seeking farm loans.

While I applaud this move to resolve the claims, I have some concerns
about the process that was established. It would seem to me that by offering
the same total amount of funds as other discrimination case settlements
(Pigford and Keepseagle) but spread out amongst a significantly larger number
of farmers, not all women farmers will be adequately reimbursed for the losses
they incurred from the years of discriminatory practices by USDA. I think it
is important that parity should be maintained, and women and Hispanic farmers
should be treated in the same manner as other discrimination cases.

s Can you clarify how the process will work and how USDA will ensure that
women and Hispanic farmers receive equal treatment?

e Can you summarize some of the outreach efforts that USDA will do to ensure
that all women farmers receive notice that this process is underway?

Response: Under our plan, the United States would make available at
least $1.33 billion from the Judgment Fund, plus $160 million in debt relief,
to implement a unified non-judicial claims resolution process for Hispanic
and/or women farmers and ranchers. Under this settlement, claimants can be
awarded damages under one of two tiers.

Hispanic and/or women farmers and ranchers who submit claims of
discrimination in farm loan programs will go through a streamlined process to
have their claims resolved. These claimants will be eligible for up to
$50,000 in damages. Tax relief will be paid to the Internal Revenue Service on
behalf of each successful claimant at the fixed rate of 25 percent of the cash
award issued by the Adjudicator, and 25 percent of the outstanding principal
amount of any debt relief provided by the USDA. The amount of the awards
provided will depend upon the extent of the proof of discrimination provided
by claimants and the number of claims awarded under Tier IT. As these groups
of claimants were not certified as a class, all claimants retain the right to
pursue a legal resolution to their claims if they are not satisfied with the
settlement offered.

This claims program 1s available to Hispanic farmers who farmed, or
attempted to farm between January 1, 1981 and December 31, 1996 or between
October 13, 1998 and October 13, 2000, as well as women farmers who farmed, or
attempted to farm, between January 1, 1981 and December 31, 1996, or between
October 19, 1998, and October 19, 2000.

As part of this claims process, USDA will conduct extensive outreach and
notice efforts to Hispanic and/or women farmer communities so that all
eligible farmers and ranchers learn about this option and are provided an
opportunity to participate. These ocutreach efforts will be done through the
local media, through outreach efforts to stakeholder organizations, and public
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meetings. USDA has also established a Web site (www,farmerclaims.gov) and a
call center to help address guestions related to the settlement.

PUBLIC HEALTH INFORMATION SYSTEM (PHIS)

Ms. Delaurc: USDA is requesting an increase of $3.6 million for
increased costs associated with the implementation of PHIS. USDA believes
that PHIS will move the agency from manually collecting and combining data to
Web-based applications that take full advantage of improved broadband
capabilities and near real-time data collection and reporting.

As you move forward with this system, what kind of response have you
received from NAS (National Academy of Sciences)? Has NAS given any
indication that FSIS is proceeding in the appropriate direction with PHIS?

Response: In 2009, NAS provided recommendations on how FSIS could
improve its approach to data driven inspection and FSIS committed to adopting
all of those recommendations. In April, 2010, FSIS provided a briefing to NAS
on how the agency had revised its approach based on the recommendations made.
The feedback from that briefing was positive and supportive of the changes
FSIS had made. In September of 2010, FSIS provided two detailed reports to
NAS. 1In one report, the FSIS Strategic Data Analysis Plan, FSIS describes the
data limitations of the current systems, how those data needs would be
addressed and how PHIS supports these needs. 1In the second report, the FSIS
Public Health Decision Criteria Report, FSIS describes its public health
decision criteria including their scientific basis and how they are calculated
and applied.

Ms. DelLauro: Is the reporting on compliance with inspection procedures
going to change? 8ince PHIS will be able to track violations of procedures
more easily, will future FSIS reports on compliance be more accurate?

Responsge: The regulatory inspection that FSIS performs will not change
under PHIS. What will change is how those findings are recorded. Under the
previous system, only non-compliant regulations were documented. In PHIS,
ingspection findings will include information about regulations verified that
were compliant and non-compliant. Since inspectors are required to note the
regulations that apply every time, we expect to have more accurate data about
the regulations verified with each inspection task.

Ms. DeLauro: How much money has the agency expended to implement PHIS?

Response: $32,899,304 (includes FY 2011 estimate}. The total reflects
both system development and implementation costs.

Ms. DeLauro: What is the guality contrcel being used to ensure that the
data used in PHIS is accurate?

Regponse: There are several levels of guality control built into FSIS’
ingpection activities. The system logs information about who entered data and
when it was entered, which helps to identify the right points of contact when
following up on quality control issues. PHIS makes greater use of controlled
vocabularies and other structured data entry technigues which ensures that the
inspector is entering information in a consistent and quantitative manner.
PHIS also has reporting functionality that is greater than in previous
systems. Reports in PHIS enable a supervisor or analyst to review data
entered into the system. If that supervisor or analyst identifies unusual
information, they can work with the districts and inspection staff to
determine the cause and proper corrective steps if needed. Finally, PHIS has
the ability to utilize outlier detection methods developed by data analysts to
flag information for further evaluation. These automated checks scan the data
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and can provide alerts or reports to staff as needed. For example, an analyst
could establish typical ranges for animal weights and scan for slaughter data
that lie beyond those ranges.

Ms. DeLauro: How long do you anticipate before inspectors are
proficient in using this new system? How extensive is the training going to
be?

Regponse: FSIS will begin training inspection program personnel on March
14, 2011. The Agency will be conducting three training sessions at a time,
which will begin on March 14, 2011, and run through the fall of 2011. The
majority of the employees who will need the training are field inspectors,
field supervisors, Public Health Veterinarians, and Enforcement,
Investigations, and Analysis Officers, making up a total of 4,500 employees.

The course will take place over two weeks, and will include click-by-
click training on how to enter data into PHIS screens, and a refresher on the
Agency’s public health policies. Upon completion of the two week training
course, FSIS inspection program personnel will be equipped with the necessary
knowledge to begin using the system.

ANIMAL TRACEABILITY

Ms. DelLauro: Funding for the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS) is reduced by $72 million in the budget request. However, while the
budget would eliminate funding for a number of activities, it includes several
notable increases, including $9 million for the animal identification program.

After receiving more than $145 million for the national animal
identification system, the Agency announced a drastic change in both the
direction of the program and the details of the program. In light of that
announcement, we are now talking about the Animal Disease Traceability
program.

Rather than a strong national program the Agency has instead opted to
pursue a fragmented system with negotiable standards that applies only to some
animals moving across state lines. and this budget requests more than $14
million - an increase of nearly $9 million - for the program.

A strong, national animal identification program is necessary and has
tremendous value in ensuring the safety and competitiveness of U.S.
industries.

How can we support the Agency’s new plan when both its path and
destination are so inadequately defined?

Response: On February 5, 2010, USDA announced a fundamental change in
the Department’s approach to animal disease traceability. Under the new
approach, identification, with limited exception, will be mandatory for
interstate movement.

As a result of focusing on interstate movement of animals, each State
and Tribal Nation will be able to determine the specific approaches and
solutions to meet basic animal disease traceability performance measures based
on the needs of their local producers. This new framework will allow us to
have an adaptable approach that will help us find disease, quickly address it,
and minimize harm to producers.

While the technical specifications remain to be determined, we believe
that our destination is clear: a system that dramatically accelerates how
quickly we and our State and industry colleagues can trace infected animals
through the journey they took all the way back to their origin. The new
approach will allow States and Tribal Nations the flexibility to use methods
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and systems that best suit the needs of their producers while adhering to the
ultimate goal. The implementation of this approach will be conducted in a
transparent manner through the Federal rulemaking process. We do not want to
preempt that process by imposing any pre-conceived standards. However, we
know that the standards must address timeframes for four traceability
activities: notifying the State or Tribe where the animal was identified of
the animal's identification number, confirming the identification number,
notifying the ship-from State or Tribe, and determining the ship-from
premises.

In developing the new approach, we worked to address stakeholders’
concerns. We have revamped our advisory committee devoted to animal health
and collected stakeholder input through a variety of means. Changes from the
previous system, such as focusing on interstate movement of animals, reflect
our attempt to address concerns.

Ms, Delauro: How has the agency worked to define outcomes and paths to
achieving them to ensure the success of this program? Are we still moving
towards a system that enables traceback of any livestock species in 2 days?
Will all beef and dairy cattle be included in this program?

Response: We have revamped our advisory committee devoted to animal
health and collecting stakeholder input through a variety of means. We will
use the input from the advisory committee and other stakeholders regarding
implementation of priorities to guide our spending of funds in FY 2011 and FY
2012. Over the last year or so, we have reached out to groups impacted by the
previous program (The National Animal Identification System). In developing
the new approach, we worked to address stakeholders’ concerns. For example, by
focusing on interstate movement of animals, each State and Tribal Nation will
be able to determine the specific approaches and solutions to meet basic
animal disease traceability performance measures based on the needs of their
local producers. We believe this approach will lead to success of this
program.

We are confident that this new program, through its regulatory
requirements for official identification and movement documentation of
livestock moved interstate, will be successful and that the States and Tribes
will be able to achieve the traceability performance standards that will be
established. Our plans should reduce traceability efforts that currently take
a number of months down to & matter of weeks, possibly a matter of days.

The Animal Traceability program reguires cattle that are transported
interstate meet the traceability standards. USDA is working with
representatives from all livestock species to develop the new approach for
traceability. The challenges of the cattle industry are far greater than any
other species due to extreme diversification across the country, from
producers with a few acres and a small number of cattle to the vast western
States where extremely large herds that graze on thousands of acres. Cattle
ownership and location of an animal can change many times as the animal
matures. These create real challenges for effective traceability. No one
species or single section of the cattle industry will dictate the direction of
animal disease traceability.

FOOD FOR PEACE/MCGOVERN DOLE

Ms. Delauro: The budget maintains funding for the Food for Peace,
P.L. 480, Title II program at the FY 2010 level ($1.69 billion), but trims the
McGovern-Dole program from $209.5 million in 2010 to $200.5 million.

However, the House CR proposal cut Food for Peace by $687 million and
McGovern-Dole by $109 million. Given these proposed cuts, and given the fact
that world food prices are increasing dramatically again, can you outline what
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kind of impact this would have on not only world hunger, but our national
security efforts?

Response: The Administration is concerned about the proposed cuts in
these food assistance programs. The cuts represent about 40 percent of the
funding that was available to the programs in FY 2010. If the cuts are
enacted, combined with continued price increases, the Administration will have
fewer resources to assist in emergency food situations and improve the plight
of the nearly one billion people throughout the world who suffer from chronic
hunger. Further, if McGovern-Dole funding were decreased to $100 million,
this program would feed roughly 1.5 million fewer women and children.

Regarding the specific impacts on national security, we note the
concerns of Secretary of State Clinton in her February letter to the House
Appropriations Committee, in which she stated that cuts in the foreign
operations and humanitarian assistance accounts would “be devastating to our
national security” and “damage our leadership arcund the world.”
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN BISHOP

FARM SERVICE AGENCY (FSA)

Mr. Bishop: As you know, the FSA supports the delivery of farm credit,
disaster assistance, our commodity programs, as well as USDA’s conservation
programs. In a word, FSA has become a “life-line” for our small farmers in so
many ways, particularly in terms of operating, conservation and ownership
loans.

Today I wanted to get your input on the recently proposed reductions in
the FSA’s FY11 budget, as contained in H.R. 1, the recently passed [full year}]
Continuing Resclution. The CR proposes to reduce the FSA’‘s discretionary
budget by $311.8 million or 15% below the FY1l request of $2.08 bhillion.

I'm hearing that our local FSA Offices have been facing a number of
planning and operational challenges, given the uncertainty of their funding
for the full year. According to the State Office, Georgia currently has 22
direct Farm Ownership loans totaling $4.26 million which are approved and
pending until funding is released from Washington. Additionally, there are 16
direct Operating Loans totaling $1.78 million approved and pending as well.

I'd like to get your perspective on what impact this particular
reduction might have on FSA programs and operations? Will we be looking at
closing local FSA offices, reducing personnel, or will these reductions also
impact actual program funding and assistance [or all of the abovel?

Response: We have taken aggressive action to reduce administrative
expenditures and operate within FSA's available funding. The agency has
undertaken a review of all spending and made significant progress in
reprioritizing non-essential travel, operating, and staffing to support core
mission requirements. These re-prioritizations were necessary to provide
adequate funding for pay cost increases associated with merit promotions and
within~grade increases; and unfunded benefit increases, such as rising health
care costs and an increasing number of FERS employees.

To operate within the budget constraints of H.R. 1, there would be
reductions $190 million from the FY 2010 enacted level in FSA operations, most
of which would impact critical IT operations and modernization efforts,
including the National Agricultural Imagery Program, MIDAS ~- Modernize and
Innovate Delivery of Agricultural Systems, and essential IT operations that
support program delivery. In addition, FSA would be forced to absorb the
remaining reduction through the workforce. Human capital is our greatest
resource and FSA would be required to curtail employment of the part-time
workforce at state offices and look at other workforce management options.

The proposed funding for the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund zeroes
out the direct and guaranteed conservation loan programs established by the
2008 Farm Bill. These programs provide an important mechanism to facilitate
implementation of conservation practices, particularly by small and beginning
farmers who often lack the up-front resources to begin these valuable
practices. 1In addition, funds have already been obligated in the direct
conservation program. Zercing out this program would require the Agency to
move subsidy from another loan program in order to meet the funding
constraints on the program as a whole.

FSA LEADERSHIP

Mr. Bishop: It is my understanding that the Administrator of the FSA
recently left the Administration as well as the Deputy. What impact, if any is
this having on the Agency’s ability to deliver its programs, and when do you
expect to see these positions being filled?
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Response: Since the beginning of the year FSA has lost two members of
its leadership team -~ Administrator Jonathan Coppess on Feb. 25 and Director
of External Affairs Mark Palmer on Jan. 14. All other Deputy Administrators
and members of the senior leadership team continue to serve within FSA.

These two extraordinary staff members were dedicated to their work and
were a great asset to FSA. They also worked hard in their last weeks to carry
out an effective transition to interim staff - including Acting Administrator
Val Dolcini, who previougly served as State Executive Director in California,
and a veteran career incumbent as Acting Director of External Affairs.
Therefore the Agency has carried on normal operations and there has been no
negative impact on its ability to deliver programs.

USDA’s leadership is working closely with the White House to fill these
open positions with dedicated leaders who are knowledgeable of FSA and its
programs. We anticipate both of these positions will be permanently filled in
the coming weeks.

IMPACT OF THE CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. Bishop: Two weeks ago, the House of Representatives passed a
Continuing Resolution (CR) for the remainder of the fiscal year, which if
signed into law, would make severe cuts to programs that fund conservation,
rural development and innovative research programs around the County and the
State of Georgia, which have created jobs and strengthened our agriculture
sector. The reductions in agriculture programs contained in the bill were
second only to transportation and infrastructure programs in size and totaled
some $5.2 billion, 22% less than 2010 levels.

What is the Administration’s position on the reductions contained in the
year-long CR and what is the Department’s plan should a sizeable portion of
the proposed cuts become law?

Response: The Administration is committed to cutting spending and
reducing the deficit so that current government spending does not add to the
debt. However, the Administration does not support deep cuts that would
sharply undermine core government functions and investments key to economic
growth and job creation. The impact of the proposed cuts in the year-long
continuing resolution would have varying impacts for USDA’s mission areas.
For those mission areas where costs are primarily personnel, the cuts would be
difficult to implement without adversely impacting emplovees, which would
impact timely program delivery. Such actions would be expected to have
substantial impacts on program delivery for agencies that rely heavily on
personnel, such as food safety. Other areas would be affected by reductions
in